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A Test of an Ecological-Transactional Model 
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Supervisor:  Aletha C. Huston 
 
The aims of this study were to examine the relations among social capital, human 
capital, economic capital, and children’s socioemotional well-being during the transition 
from late childhood to early adolescence and to test an ecological-transactional model of 
children’s social capital. This work was informed by sociological and economic theory 
on social capital, human capital, and economic capital (e.g., Becker, 1993; Bourdieu, 
1986; Coleman, 1988; Foster, 2002) and two principal frameworks in developmental 
psychology: ecological systems theory (Bronfenbrenner & Morris, 1998) and the 
transactional model of child development (Sameroff, 2009). Social capital was 
conceptualized as both a family-level and a community-level phenomenon, distinguishing 
between family social capital and community social capital. A major hypothesis was that 
family social capital and community social capital, alongside family-level human capital 
and economic capital, are associated with low levels of socioemotional problems. 
Family-level variables were considered to be nested within the more distal ecological 
context of community social capital, and the indirect relation of community social capital 
to socioemotional well-being through family social capital was also considered. Another 
postulation was that children’s socioemotional well-being and the social capital that 
inheres in family relationships (i.e., family social capital) are mutually influential, 
 vii 
changing over time in a transactional manner. In this vein, children were regarded as 
agents of social capital, both ―creating‖ and utilizing it to their developmental benefit (or 
detriment as the case may be). These family-level transactional processes were nested 
within the context of community social capital. Results indicated that community social 
capital had little association with family social capital and children’s socioemotional 
well-being as indexed by internalizing and externalizing problems. However, caregivers’ 
human capital and economic capital were significant predictors of family social capital. 
In turn, family social capital was strongly related to socioemotional problems. Notably, 
harsh parenting behavior, a measure indicative of the health of the caregiver-child 
relation and thus the potential for social capital to be realized in their interactions, was the 
strongest predictor of socioemotional well-being.  
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Background 
From cradle to grave, the odds are stacked against individuals who grow up in 
poverty. Relative to those from middle- and high-income families, economically 
disadvantaged children are more likely to underperform in school and to repeat grades, 
less likely to graduate high school or attend college, and as a consequence, less likely to 
successfully transition into the labor force, achieve high levels of employment, or earn 
high wages later in life (Duncan, Ziol-Guest, & Kalil, 2010; Mayer, 1997, 2002; 
McLoyd, 1998). In terms of socio-emotional development, low-income children are at 
risk for emotional and behavioral problems (e.g., aggression, anxiety, and depression) 
and their later rates of nonmarital childbearing, delinquency, and criminality are 
disproportionately high (Duncan & Brooks-Gunn, 1997; Duncan, Yeung, Brooks-Gunn, 
& Smith, 1998; McLoyd). The causal role of family income and the strength of its 
association with child well-being are debated (e.g., Mayer, 1997); nonetheless, the stakes 
are high for impoverished children. Their developmental difficulties are commonly 
attributed to social address variables that are highly correlated with income, including 
family structure, parental education, parental employment, neighborhood quality, and 
school quality. A child can do little to change these structural factors, and yet childhood 
disadvantage is not necessarily a lifetime sentence to educational, economic, and social 
disadvantage. Some individuals beat the odds. But what makes the difference? This 
question dogs social scientists, practitioners, and decision-makers, for the answer is far 
from obvious. One factor in children’s long-term success that developmental 
psychologists in the United States seldom consider—despite its attention in other 
branches of social science and its emergence in the polices of the United Kingdom 
(Aldridge, Halpern, & Fitzpatrick, 2002)—is social capital. A central aim of the present 
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study was to examine social capital as it relates to children’s socioemotional well-being 
in an urban sample of children during the transition from late childhood to early 
adolescence, an age of increasing autonomy when social capital figures strongly into their 
development. This constitutes an important step toward understanding social capital’s 
role in children’s lives.  
A metaphorical and somewhat nebulous concept, social capital refers to the ways 
in which individuals’ positions in social networks—and the quality of those networks—
provide access to advantages (Burt, 2005; Portes, 1998). Like other forms of capital, 
social capital is a medium for exchange or production, but its utility is exclusive to the 
social realm. As such, it encompasses the social relationships among individuals and 
groups and the goodwill therein that facilitates the acquisition of material, economic, 
social, and human capital resources and accomplishments that, alone, a person could not 
realize. Thus, it epitomizes the idea that well-connected people and well-connected 
groups do better than those with few social connections (Burt; Coleman, 1988). Beyond 
the aforementioned resources, it is likely that social capital, particularly in the family 
setting, influences children’s social behavior and emotional well-being.  
Developmental psychologists have seldom examined social capital per se, 
although related concepts are commonly studied. This is somewhat surprising, for social 
capital reflects the potential in social linkages, the prospects of gaining knowledge, skills, 
social position, social connections, employment, and other various opportunities through 
social relationships. The interpersonal processes through which individuals gain such 
resources and the resulting effects on well-being are inherently developmental. 
Developmentalists have much to contribute to our collective understanding of the ways 
social capital operates in children’s lives. Despite ample attention to adults’ social capital, 
a burgeoning literature on children’s social capital, and the recognition that more nuanced 
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models of children’s social capital are needed that are distinct from adults’ (e.g., Bassani, 
2007; Morrow, 1999; Earls & Carlson, 2001), an overarching theoretical framework 
specific to children’s social capital does not yet exist. It is likely that social capital has 
distinct functions and forms for children relative to adults. For example, adults are apt to 
use social capital to secure employment, identify housing, and gain information about 
good schools, teachers and courses for their children, whereas children would be likelier 
to use it to gain help with homework, special attention from teachers or coaches, or 
access to clubs and teams. Thus, the processes through which social capital is used to 
capture resources may differ between adults and children. Adults may be more likely to 
think explicitly about the utility of social relationships and deploy social capital by asking 
directly for needed resources, whereas children’s creation and use of social capital may 
be more subtle and involve the use of positive and problematic social behaviors to 
produce circumstances conducive to resource acquisition. This suggests the utility of a 
child-specific model of social capital and its relation to socioemotional well-being.  
A major aim of this investigation was to enhance the understanding of children’s 
social capital by unifying insights from social capital theory and developmental 
psychology. This study extended a prior review of the social capital literature (Walker, 
2010) by examining the interrelations among social capital, other forms of capital (i.e., 
human capital and economic capital), and children’s social behavior and by testing an 
ecological-transactional model of children’s social capital. The influence of social capital 
on children’s development was framed within two key developmental perspectives: 
ecological systems theory (Bronfenbrenner, 1974; Bronfenbrenner & Morris, 1998) and 
the transactional model of child development (Sameroff, 2009; Sameroff & Chandler, 
1975).  
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SOCIAL CAPITAL THEORY 
It has been said that social capital is ―the currency of social life‖ (Earls & Carlson, 
2001, p. 148). Social capital is one of several forms of capital that social scientists use to 
describe the world, all of which are based on the idea that investments yield value to be 
captured (Lin, 2001). All forms of capital are independently important to and signify 
individuals’ or groups’ success, but social capital uniquely influences the extent to which 
individuals or groups may gain and use other forms of capital (e.g., human capital, 
economic capital). In this way, it is integral to human development and well-being.  
Although it shares some principles with social exchange theory and social 
network theory, social capital theory differs in its conceptualization and measurement of 
the benefits derived from interpersonal relationships. Social capital theory emphasizes the 
potential for aid and resources that relationships offer, and because social capital can be 
held in reserve, the mere existence of relationships imbued with those reserves is 
important. By contrast, social exchange theory and social network theory place emphasis 
on the interpersonal exchange itself and the resources or support exchanged (Boisjoly, 
Duncan, & Hofferth, 1995). From a developmental perspective, it is not only the potential 
for aid that matters, the actualization of aid is crucial. Thus, a broad definition 
encompassing the transactions and outcomes related to social capital may be best suited 
to understanding children’s social capital. 
There are at least five commonly agreed upon forms of capital, namely, human 
capital, cultural capital, physical capital, economic capital, and social capital. The 
overarching term ―capital‖ can be traced to Karl Marx, who considered it an investment 
in production and a surplus product of that production process (Lin, 2001). Capital also 
refers to accumulated labor in its materialized or embodied form (Bourdieu, 1986) or, in 
purely economic terms, factors of production—i.e., stocks of resources that can produce 
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other resources, goods, or services and are not consumed in the production process 
(Capital, n.d.a.; Capital and Interest, n.d.). Thus, all forms of capital are based on the idea 
that investments yield value to be captured (Lin).  
In the present study, human capital and economic capital were examined as 
precursors to social capital. Human capital consists of knowledge, skills, values, health, 
and all other elements that are indivisible from a person and represents an individual’s 
capacity for production (Becker, 1964/1993; Smith, 1789/1904). The ―investment‖ in 
human capital comes by way of education, training, and other forms of cultivation; the 
expected returns include, for example, robust earnings, high quality of life, or longevity 
(Lin, 2001). Human capital is commonly operationalized as education level, occupational 
prestige, or some other index of accumulated knowledge or skills. Economic capital 
refers to wealth and consists of money, property, stocks, bonds, and other financial assets 
(Capital, n.d.b). It is perhaps the most straightforward in terms of its investment capacity 
and expected returns, namely goods, services, or additional economic capital. It is 
typically operationalized as income, earnings, or other assets. Because employment is 
directly tied to the acquisition of monetary resources, it too may be a measure of 
economic capital (and is considered so in this study).  
In terms of investments and returns, social capital consists of ―investments in 
social relations with expected returns in the marketplace‖ (Lin, 2001, p. 19). These could 
include investments of time, attention, consideration, sharing, and trust, and returns in the 
economic, political, labor, or community marketplace Because social capital is 
conceptually abstract, and encompasses relationships with the potential for resource 
acquisition as well as investments therein (Burt, 2005; Portes, 1998), operationalizing it 
is more challenging than human capital or economic capital. The conceptualization and 
operationalization of social capital are discussed below.  
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Conceptualizing and Operationalizing Social Capital 
Albeit conceptually vague, theoreticians tend to agree that social capital is 
comprised of social relationships and their capacity to convey resources by virtue of such 
qualities as trust and cooperation. Yet, there exist overlapping and conflicting definitions 
of social capital that complicate our understanding of the construct. One definitional 
distinction important to this investigation is between social capital at the person level and 
at the community level. At the person level, social capital is a feature of the relationships 
among individual actors, their relationships with other actors, and investments made in 
those relationships (Coleman, 1988; Bourdieu, 1986). At the community level, it is a 
synergistic aggregate arising from the investments the individuals comprising a group 
make in within-group relationships and toward group-wide well-being (Putnam, 2000).  
In the present study, the type of person-level social capital examined was that 
between children and their caregivers, referred to as family social capital. The type of 
community-level social capital examined was that inherent in residential neighborhoods, 
referred to as community social capital. Although they are related, family social capital 
and community social capital are means to different ends. For example, through family 
social capital, children may gain the skills, information, and socialization they need to 
succeed. Through community social capital, neighborhood parents might band together to 
build a playground or create other opportunities to benefit all children in the community. 
Thus, both conceptual forms influence children’s development in seemingly direct but 
perhaps distinct ways. At the same time, community social capital may influence family 
social capital and thereby, indirectly, child well-being. These ideas highlight the 
fundamental principal of ecological systems theory (Bronfenbrenner & Morris, 1998) that 
children’s development is at once nested within multiple and mutually influential social 
contexts. Thus, it is plausible that children’s development is related to social capital in 
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children’s proximal social milieu (family social capital) and at the same time influenced 
by social capital in their more distal social contexts (community social capital). 
Although there appears to be some consensus that social capital exists in multiple 
contexts (e.g., family and community), in most studies, only one context is considered. A 
notable exception is Earls and Carlson (2001), in which the authors proposed a three-
level model to explain the relations to children’s well-being of several community-level 
and family-level factors associated with social capital. Following their lead, a major aim 
of the present investigation is to examine the relations of both family social capital and 
community social capital to children’s development. 
In the literature, social capital is typically conceptualized in one of three ways: (a) 
as a characteristic of social relationships, (b) as an investment in social relationships, or 
(c) as the resources appropriated through social relations. In its first sense, as a 
characteristic of interpersonal or intergroup relationships, scholars consider social capital 
a quality such as trust, feelings of goodwill or indebtedness that ―inheres in the structure 
of relations between actors and among actors‖ (Coleman, 1988, p. S98) and thereby 
creates ―[an] advantage…by [virtue of] a person’s location in the structure of 
relationships‖ (Burt, 2005, p. 4). As such it may be measured in terms of social rank, 
number of social connections, or as levels and perceived quality of trust, interchange, and 
goodwill within social connections. 
Scholars have extended this conceptualization to corporate actors, suggesting that 
social capital ―refers to the features of social organization such as trust, norms, and 
networks, that can improve the efficiency of society by facilitating coordinated action‖ 
(Putnam, Leonardi, & Nanetti, 1993, p. 167). At the community level, measures include 
social cohesion, informal social control (including collective efficacy), reciprocal 
exchange, and intergenerational closure (Putnam, 2000; Sampson, Morenoff, & Earls, 
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1999; Sampson, Raudenbush, & Earls, 1997). Social cohesion refers to the levels of 
shared values, helpfulness, connectedness, and trust among group members (Sampson, et 
al., 1997). Informal social control, which encompasses the notion of collective efficacy, 
refers to the likelihood that members will take responsibility for and act to control 
circumstances and behaviors affecting the community (e.g., addressing delinquent or 
criminal activity, or fighting budget cuts to critical community services; Sampson et al., 
1997). Intergenerational closure reflects the extent to which caregivers are in 
communication with their children’s friends and other parents within the community and 
can thus monitor and regulate children’s behavior (Sampson et al., 1999).   
Scholars defining social capital as ―investment in social relationships with 
expected returns‖ (Lin, 2001, p. 19) frequently measure it as time and involvement in 
community, political, religious, schools, or child-related organizations (e.g., Coleman, 
1988; Coleman, Kilgore, & Hoffer, 1982; Putnam, 2000). Within the family, it is often 
operationalized so as to capture the share of caregivers’ time that is potentially available 
to a child. Common measures include number of siblings or the ratio of siblings to adults 
in the household; whether a mother stays at home to care for children, rather than work; a 
married, two-parent family structure (versus a single-parent family structure). All are 
thought to gauge levels of the availability of or competition for parental time/resources 
investments in family relationships and low social capital (Coleman). At the community 
level, a common investment-based measure is reciprocated exchange, which represents 
the degree of mutually beneficial interchange among community members, including 
exchanging favors and advice (Sampson, Morenoff, & Earls, 1999). 
In the third case, scholars consider social capital to be the actual resources or 
benefits obtained through social relations, and they generally concur that it is ―the sum of 
resources, actual or virtual, that accrue to an individual by virtue of possessing a durable 
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network of more or less institutionalized relationships of mutual acquaintance and 
recognition‖ (Bourdieu & Wacquant, 1992, p. 119). Relatedly, social capital has been 
conceptualized as an entity or advantage to be gained from the resources embedded in 
individuals’ or corporations’ social connections rather than the resources themselves 
(e.g., Lin, 2001). The conceptualization and operationalization of social capital as 
resources or something gained from resources obtained would suggest that the concept 
subsumes physical capital, economic capital, or human capital. This may be an 
overextension of the construct, particularly in regard to children’s development, and in 
this study, resources (i.e., human capital and economic capital) were treated as separate 
developmental inputs. 
Which measures best capture children’s social capital? Although very much an 
open question, social capital might best be operationalized at the community level as the 
overall affective tone of relationships within a community, perceptions of said 
relationships, and the extent of mutual trust and willingness to share resources for the 
benefit of one another or the community as a whole. Thus, social cohesion, informal 
social control, reciprocal exchange, and intergenerational closure are good candidates.  
At the individual or family level, a well-rounded study of social capital would 
include measures of characteristics of relationships and investment in those relationships. 
In practice, measures of social capital tend to derive from an investment-based definition, 
and qualitative indicators of the characteristics of social relationships are seldom used. 
Those frequently found in the literature include, the number of siblings (an indicator of 
the dilution of parental investment across children or resource competition), the presence 
of multiple caregivers, caregiver involvement in child-related organizations, participation 
in religious activities, and time spent with extended family or friends. Parenting 
behaviors are less often considered, but they represent direct investments in children and 
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shape the quality of parent-child relationships in ways that may be intrinsic to the 
formation and deployment of social capital. Relevant parenting measures could include 
parental supervision of children; helping children with homework or providing other 
forms of instrumental support; and such acts of concerted cultivation as teaching children 
manners and other appropriate behaviors and coaching them through social, academic, or 
employment situations. Self-reported or observed measures of trust, support, and 
investment in family relationships also would capture social capital. It is possible that 
such measures of relationship quality as harsh parenting practices and parental warmth, 
which are often included in developmental studies, could serve to proxy social capital. 
Parental harshness and warmth set the stage for parent-child interactions, dampening or 
promoting opportunities for the investments and constructive interchange necessary for 
social capital.  
Interrelations among Social, Human, and Economic Capital 
All forms of capital are independently important to and signify the success of 
individuals and groups, but social capital uniquely influences the extent to which 
individuals may gain and use the other capitals. In this way, it is integral to human 
development and well-being. Although relations among social capital and all other forms 
of capital are important to children’s development, emphasis is generally placed on the 
interplay between social capital and children’s human capital. It has been said that social 
capital is ―the contextual complement to human capital in explaining advantage‖ (Burt, 
2005, p. 4). Whereas human capital emerges from the development of skills and 
capabilities that enable individuals to act in new ways, social capital grows out of 
changes in interpersonal relationships that facilitate action and convey resources 
(Coleman, 1988).  
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Levels of human capital and economic capital in the family may help to determine 
levels of social capital to which children are exposed and thereby relate to their 
developmental well-being. Parents’ education, knowledge, skills, income, and 
employment may facilitate investments in social relationships at home and in the 
community, setting the stage for social capital within the family and the community. 
Caregivers with high human capital may be predisposed to share knowledge and skills 
with children and therefore cultivate relationships in their families and communities that 
are high in social capital to facilitate the transfer of human capital to children. Economic 
resources tend to diminish family stress, and as a consequence, may promote social 
capital in family relationships. Economic resources also give parents the freedom to 
select the environments they believe benefit their family, increasing the likelihood that 
children will be exposed to high levels of community social capital.  
CHILDREN AND SOCIAL CAPITAL  
Social capital grows out of changes in interpersonal relationships that facilitate 
action, as well as resource acquisition, and it is closely aligned with the development of 
human capital (Coleman, 1988). Although children’s human capital is typically measured 
by way of academic achievement, socioemotional well-being (i.e., social behavior and 
emotional well-being) is also integral to the construct. Social behavior and emotional 
well-being are learned and socially co-constructed skills or states, inseparable from the 
person and affecting their capacity for production, and it seems reasonable to consider 
them basic aspects of human capital. Because human capital and social capital are 
intertwined, it is expected that children’s socioemotional well-being will develop in 
proportion to their social capital, although not necessarily in a one-to-one ratio (Bassani, 
2007).   
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Social capital operates in two ways in children’s lives: (a) it facilitates the 
development of knowledge and skills and (b) it affects the extent to which human 
potential is put to use (Saegert, Thompson, & Warren, 2001). This is important because 
the more knowledge and skills are exercised the stronger and more fully realized they 
become. All else being equal, in the context of greater social capital, human capital will 
grow more abundant and bear more fruit (Burt, 1997, as cited in Saegert et al.). As one 
scholar put it, ―a well-connected individual in a poorly connected society is not as 
productive as a well-connected individual in a well-connected society‖ (Putnam, 2000, p. 
20). Thus it is expected that children reared in contexts (both proximal and distal) that are 
high in social capital will exhibit higher levels of socioemotional well-being than those 
growing up in low social capital environments. 
James Coleman, noted sociologist, social capital theorist, and perhaps the most 
cited source on children’s social capital (Furstenberg & Hughes, 1995), devoted 
particular attention to the ways social capital catalyzes children’s acquisition of human 
capital, emphasizing the importance of family social capital in this regard. According to 
Coleman (1988), family social capital is inherent in parent-child relationships and is 
represented by the amount, frequency, and quality of time parents spend with children. 
Parent-child time provides opportunities to cultivate children’s knowledge, skills, and 
behaviors and to inculcate cultural values and attitudinal norms. Families with high levels 
of social capital would be expected to yield offspring who are high in human capital, 
productive members of society, and culturally and behaviorally aligned with prior 
generations.  
As for disadvantaged children, Coleman was concerned about functional and 
structural family resource deficiencies and their adverse effects on children’s human 
capital development, particularly their academic achievement and educational attainment, 
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but not socioemotional well-being (Coleman, 1988; Coleman & Hoffer, 1987). He 
defined functional deficiencies as infrequent parent-child conversations, parents’ low 
educational expectations for their children, and other such factors that stem from weak 
parent-child bonds, parents’ self-interest, and parents’ or children’s lack of involvement 
and investment in family activities. Structural deficiencies include non-traditional family 
circumstances, specifically, maternal (but not paternal) employment, large number of 
siblings, and single-parent family structure. Both functional and structural deficiencies 
may impede children’s academic achievement and educational progress. They are closely 
related to family social capital, for family social capital is preconditioned on parents’ 
physical presence and involvement. Coleman’s empirical findings suggest that markers of 
academic achievement including mathematics skills, verbal abilities, and school dropout 
are related to functional and structural deficiencies. Social capital is implied as the 
underlying cause, although Coleman never formally tested it as a mediator.  
Although Coleman (1988) considered the family to be the crucible of social 
capital and thereby children’s well-being, he also acknowledged the importance of extra-
familial social capital. But even here, he assigned crucial roles to parents, positing that 
extra-familial social capital would flourish only in communities characterized by social 
closure among parents and where parents were actively involved in community 
institutions.  
Coleman devoted particular attention to the power of social capital within 
educational and religious institutions to generate children’s human capital (e.g., Coleman, 
1990; Coleman & Hoffer, 1987). From this perspective, social capital in schools and 
religious settings could be especially advantageous to disadvantaged children, for whom 
the family context is resource-poor and might tend to be low in social capital (in 
Coleman’s estimation due to structural and perhaps also functional deficiencies). Extra-
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familial social capital could offset or compensate for the deficiencies in human, material, 
and social capital arising from low parental education levels, family economic straits, 
absentee parents, and the like. However, this would be contingent on disadvantaged 
children’s participation in social structures in which other adults, perhaps peers’ parents, 
invested time and other resources. From Coleman’s perspective, this would be unlikely to 
occur in the contexts most proximal to disadvantaged families, in which parents are 
strapped for resources, and much likelier to occur in more distal contexts with a large 
proportion of high socioeconomic status (SES) participants who have time, money, 
human capital, and other resources to invest in the public good. Although not explored by 
Coleman, this opens up the possibility that those disadvantaged children who are able to 
cultivate social capital within or outside the family thereby could gain access to 
resources.  
The work of Robert Putnam offers something of a counterpoint to Coleman. 
Although his primary focus was far from child development, he recognized the potential 
import of social capital for children’s welfare, Coleman being his primary source. 
Echoing Coleman, Putnam (2000) stated that children’s development is ―powerfully 
shaped by social capital,‖ especially that within families (p. 296). Yet he speculated that 
parents’ engagement outside the family, in civic activities, generates social capital 
because it promotes parental educational support and children’s school engagement and 
lowers children’s delinquent activities. Thus, whereas Coleman’s empirical focus was 
within the family, school, or religious settings, Putnam’s work highlighted the role of 
loose ties between parents and other community members as a form of social capital and 
their importance to children’s welfare.  
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A DEVELOPMENTAL APPROACH TO SOCIAL CAPITAL 
As previously mentioned, despite a growing understanding of children’s social 
capital (e.g., Coleman, 1988, 1990; Coleman & Hoffer, 1987; Crosnoe, 2004; Morrow, 
1999), an overarching theoretical model specific to children does not exist. The closest is 
Bassani’s (2007) formulation of the criteria and considerations for youth studies of social 
capital, but this work falls short of specifying or testing the modes and mechanisms 
through which it might operate. To truly understand children’s social capital and 
appropriately frame future empirical work on the subject, it is important to develop a 
framework that includes child-specific processes, forms, and functions of social capital. 
To this end, insights from developmental psychology can make important contributions 
to social capital theory, as human potential in social linkages and the interpersonal 
processes through which individuals gain key resources are often the focus of 
developmental study. The proposed ecological transactional model offers one approach to 
understanding children’s social capital.  
There are three primary shortfalls in prior conceptual work that are addressed in 
the proposed ecological-transactional model. These are (a) conceptualization of children 
as passive recipients rather than active participants in social capital processes, (b) 
underdeveloped notions of how human capital, economic capital, community social 
capital, family social capital, and child development are linked, and (c) insufficient 
exploration of the processes by which context influences the creation, use, nature, and 
quality of social capital.  
The first deficit may be addressed by reframing social capital within a 
transactional framework, wherein the bidirectional influences among individuals and 
socially significant others evolve over time in a dynamic and dialectical manner (i.e., 
through social transactions). As for the second and third deficits, they may be addressed 
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by submitting social capital theory to the logic of ecological systems theory, which 
specifies the ways contexts, from the most proximal to the most distal, independently and 
interactively affect individuals, their social relationships (and hence their social capital), 
and their development. 
Too often in the literature, children are considered passive recipients of the social 
capital established by their parents, families, and communities (Morrow, 1999). From a 
developmental perspective, this thinking is fundamentally flawed. Children are active 
participants in the creation of their social environments and their developmental 
trajectories. They actively seek, elicit, and influence their environments and the resources 
therein, and reorganize their being in response to their experiences. As such, children 
engage in bidirectional (Bell, 1968; Scarr & McCartney, 1983) and transactional 
(Sameroff, 2009) developmental processes determined by their ecological contexts (e.g., 
home, neighborhood, school), their inherent traits (e.g., temperament, intelligence), their 
behaviors and cognitions, and their experience-based reorganization of these attributes.  
Developmental psychology can make a second theoretical contribution to our 
understanding of children’s social capital through the application of ecological systems 
theory (Bronfenbrenner, 1979; Bronfenbrenner & Morris, 1998). In ecological systems 
theory, human development is considered to be contextually-dependent, occurring within 
nested and interdependent environments that range from the most proximal (e.g., 
individuals’ biological predispositions) to the more intermediate (e.g., parental 
characteristics including human capital, home life, family economic circumstances), to 
the distal (e.g., residential neighborhood, culture, and socio-historical circumstances). 
These contexts and their interrelations indelibly shape individuals and their life-courses. 
Because the interpersonal and intergroup processes associated with children’s creation 
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and use of social capital occur within ecological contexts, our understanding of children’s 
social capital can be enhanced by an ecologically-informed model.  
The idea that social capital is influenced by context is not unfamiliar, albeit 
underdeveloped. Coleman (1988) clearly intimated the importance of the social context in 
forming and deploying of social capital. In his estimation, the character of a 
community—the existence of trust, expectations, obligations, norms of reciprocity, 
effective sanctions, and efficient information channels—is essential to the functioning of 
social capital. In addition, some theorists recognize that social capital operates at multiple 
levels, existing for example, within the family as well as in larger social structures such 
as schools and religious institutions (Coleman; Field, 2003). In addition, Putnam, whose 
research has focused on group-level social capital, posits that a person’s productivity is 
linked to the level of social capital existing in their community. Ecological systems 
theory specifies in greater detail these multiple contexts, their intersections, interactions, 
and relations to children’s development. Thus, incorporating ecological systems theory 
can extend prior notions and perhaps provide a more nuanced understanding of how 
children’s proximal and distal contexts affect the development and use of social capital. 
Developmental psychology can also inform our predictions about the nature and 
use of social capital at various stages of development. For very young children, family 
social capital may be critical, but as children age into school their relationships with peers 
and teachers gain importance. Arguably community social capital, whether it exists in a 
residential neighborhood, school, or other institution in which the child spends time, will 
influence socioemotional well-being throughout the life course. However, the role of 
community social capital is likely to increase with increasing age and as children gain the 
autonomy to independently make choices and manage their behavior in the larger world. 
With the rising influence of community social capital, the influence of family social 
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capital may wane. A period of developmental transition such as the transition from 
middle or late childhood to adolescence may be ideally suited to investigating the 
workings of social capital in children’s lives, for the pivoting influences of family social 
capital, family human capital, family economic capital, and community social capital 
may best inform us as to their unique and mutual roles in development.   
The children included in the present study aged from 9 to 14 over the three year 
tracking period, traversing three critical developmental stages: late childhood, 
preadolescence, and early adolescence. Throughout this portion of the life course, 
children gain increasing autonomy from parents, begin to rely more on peers than parents 
for socialization, are prone to conflict with their caregivers as they express their 
independence, increasingly spend unsupervised time outside the home, independently 
select into afterschool contexts, and form independent views of and associations within 
their communities. These developmental tasks may heighten the importance of children’s 
social capital at both the family and community levels, making the period from age 9 to 
14 appropriate for understanding social capital’s role in development. 
Although not typically included in empirical analyses of social capital, parenting 
practices, as previously discussed, are relevant to the construct. Through these practices 
caregivers demonstrate caring and socially invest in their children’s well-being. Parenting 
practices also set the stage for the quality and quantity of parent-child interaction and are 
thus indicative of the levels of family social capital inherent in caregiver-child bonds.  
 
Ecological-Transactional Model of Children’s Social Capital 
The theoretical model to be tested is presented in Figure 1. This figure features 
the classic illustration of Sameroff’s transactional model as a lattice (here between family 
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social capital and socioemotional well-being). As such, child development occurs across 
time through a reciprocal exchange between the child and some aspect of their 
environment (in this case family social capital), and this transactional process is situated 
within multiple mutually influential developmental contexts (herein constituted by 
community social capital, caregivers’ human capital, and caregivers’ economic 
resources). As such, this study is designed to test (a) the notion that, over time, children 
actively shape and are shaped by social capital, (b) the relative contributions of 
community social capital, family social capital, human capital, and economic capital to 
children’s development, and (c) the possibility that family social capital mediates the 
influence of community social capital, human capital, and economic capital on 
development.  
This is an autoregressive cross-lagged model that highlights the active role 
children may take in acquiring and deploying family social capital, outlines how children 
shape and are shaped by family social capital, and acknowledges that the acquisition and 
deployment of family social capital plays out within ecological contexts and across time. 
More specifically, it depicts the way the level of social capital inherent in the family (i.e., 
between a child and a significant ―other,‖ namely the child’s primary caregiver) may 
predict a child’s socioemotional well-being. It depicts the way socioemotional well-
being, in turn, may influence levels of family social capital. It depicts how these relations 
may reproduce themselves over time. Finally, it depicts how these transactions occur 
within and may be influenced by the ecological context of their residential community 
(represented by community social capital) and family resources (represented by caregiver 
human capital and economic capital).  
Direct and indirect relations among the constructs are posited. The initial (time-1) 
level of family social capital is expected to predict family social capital at a second point 
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in time directly and also indirectly through its effect on time-1 socioemotional well-
being. Similarly, time-2 family social capital is expected to predict family social capital 
at time 3 directly and indirectly through its effect on time-2 socioemotional well-being. In 
parallel, time-1 socioemotional well-being is expected to predict time-2 socioemotional 
well-being directly and through time-1 family social capital, and time-2 socioemotional 
well-being is expected to predict time-3 socioemotional well-being directly and through 
time-2 family social capital. At each time point, community social capital, caregiver 
human capital, and caregiver economic capital are expected to influence children’s 
socioemotional well-being directly and also indirectly through family social capital. 
Research Questions 
In examining children’s social capital, five research questions were addressed.  
1. Do human capital, economic capital, and community social capital predict 
family social capital? 
2. Are human capital, economic capital, community social capital, and family 
social capital related to children’s socioemotional well-being?  
3. Does family social capital mediate the relations between human capital and 
socioemotional well-being, economic capital and socioemotional well-being, 
or community social capital and socioemotional well-being? 
4. Do family social capital and children’s socioemotional well-being affect one 
another in a transactional manner?  
5. To what extent are these transactional processes influenced by community 
social capital, human capital, and economic capital?  
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Figure 1. Conceptual Model 
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Method 
The data for the present study come from the Project on Human Development in 
Chicago Neighborhoods (PHDCN), a seven-year, multi-method study of neighborhood 
ecology and its influence on the lives of children and young adults. The project was 
designed to illuminate the ways in which community, family, and other daily contexts 
affect youth social behavior (e.g., delinquency, aggression, substance use, violence, and 
crime) and emotional well-being (e.g., depression and anxiety), among other outcomes. 
Thus, PHDCN provides multilevel longitudinal data that are well-suited to answering the 
research questions at hand.  
The study was conducted in 343 ecologically-defined neighborhood clusters (NC) 
in Chicago, Illinois, in the mid-1990s through the early 2000s. It was comprised of 
several sub-studies, including the Longitudinal Cohort Study (LCS) and the Community 
Survey (CS). The LCS followed a stratified probability sample of children and one of 
their primary caregivers. Individual surveys were administered in participants’ homes, 
querying participants about their well-being, their families’ well-being, home life, and 
their communities. Surveying occurred in three waves, approximately 2.5 years apart. 
Wave 1 surveys were fielded in 1994 – 1997 when focal children were ages 0 – 18. Wave 
2 occurred in 1997 – 1999, and Wave 3 took place in 2000 – 2001. The CS was a cross-
sectional survey of adult residents of Chicago conducted in 1994 – 1995. It garnered 
information about community attributes, including its social structure, perceptions of 
safety, quality of life, neighborhood relations, and shared beliefs. Participants for the LCS 
and CS were recruited based on a stratified probability sampling strategy, which is 
described in Appendix 1.  
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PRESENT STUDY 
In this investigation, Cohort-9 data from the LCS were merged with data from the 
CS, yielding a sample of 828 focal children (76 percent of screened eligible participants). 
Cohort 9 was selected because children in this cohort ranged from 8.3 to 14.1 years of 
age across all three waves, traversing three critical developmental stages during the 
study: late childhood (ages 8.3 – 9.7 years at Wave 1), pre-adolescence (ages 10.8 – 12.1 
years at Wave 2), and early adolescence (ages 12.8 – 14.1 years at Wave 3).  
Two exclusion criteria were applied to the sample. First, 34 children (4.11 percent 
of the sample) whose races/ethnicities were disproportionately underrepresented in the 
data—namely, 11 Asian, 2 Pacific Islander, and 11 Native American children as well as 
10 children of ―other‖ race—were eliminated from the analyses, leaving a sample of 
Hispanic, African American, and White children. Second, 13 caregivers provided data on 
two Cohort-9 children. To avoid statistical biases due to the non-independence of 
children within caregivers, one of the two children was randomly selected and excluded 
from the sample. This was deemed appropriate due to the small number of participants 
affected and the robustness of sample characteristics relative to their removal. Thus, the 
analytic sample numbered 781 (72 percent of screen eligible participants) at Wave 1. At 
Wave 2, data on 610 focal children were available (78 percent of the Wave 1 sample). At 
Wave 3, 514 children (66 percent of the Wave 1 sample and 85 percent of the Wave 2 
sample) were represented in the data.  
The sample was socioeconomically diverse, although somewhat biased toward the 
lower end of the distribution. At Wave 1, annual household incomes ranged from less 
than $20,000 (37 percent of the sample) to $50,000 and up (14 percent of the sample). 
Half of the caregivers worked full time or part time, and one-third received public 
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assistance. Few (8 percent) had received a college degree, one-third had attended college 
for some period of time, and 40 percent had not graduated from high school. Roughly 
half was Hispanic, one third was African American, and 15 percent was White. The 
caregivers interviewed were almost exclusively the focal children’s mothers, 60 percent 
were married, 12 percent were divorced or separated, and 20 percent were never-married. 
In terms of neighborhood SES, participants were fairly well distributed: 41 percent in 
high SES, 36 percent in medium SES, and 23 percent in low SES communities. 
Additional Wave 1 background characteristics are presented in Table 1. 
Attrition bias and missing data 
An examination of potential bias due to participant attrition is also presented in 
Table 1. Therein, the background characteristics of participants with all three waves of 
data, two waves of data, and one wave of data are contrasted with those of the full 
sample. Tests of mean differences indicated few significant differences between 
participants who attritted and the full sample. Differences that did exist were 
concentrated among the 75 participants missing two waves of data and indicated that this 
group was more economically disadvantaged, less highly educated, less likely to be 
married, and more likely to live in a disadvantaged neighborhood relative to the full 
sample. Nonetheless, sample characteristics were generally robust to attrition, suggesting 
that data were likely to be conditionally missing at random (MAR), though not missing 
completely at random (MCAR). This made the imputation of missing data a reasonable 
approach to non-response bias (Graham, 2009; Little, 1988). Attrition bias and missing 
data were addressed using full information maximum likelihood estimation in Mplus. The 
program uses a covariance structure model fit for each case based on the observed data 
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and thereby enables the inclusion of all available cases in analyses (Muthén & Muthén, 
1998 - 2011). 
Caregiver and Neighborhood change 
The PHDCN investigators tracked children in the LCS sample but not their 
associated caregivers, leaving open the possibility for change in the caregiver reporter 
across the follow up period due to family transitions or custodial amendments. Less than 
10 percent of children experienced caregiver change across the study period. To 
statistically control for the unobserved influences of caregiver change (from Wave 1 to 
Wave 2 and from Wave 2 to Wave 3), dichotomous variables indicative of these changes 
were included in analyses. 
The data also captured neighborhood change because focal children were tracked 
regardless of residential moves outside of their initial neighborhood, and even outside the 
343 PHDCN-identified NCs. Neighborhood change was more common than caregiver 
change but nonetheless infrequent in this sample. Across the three waves, 11 percent of 
non-attritting participants changed neighborhoods once, and 15 percent made two 
neighborhood transitions. When residential changes did occur, participants tended to 
move among neighborhoods with similar characteristics. To statistically control for the 
unobserved influences of neighborhood change, two dummy variables representing 
neighborhood change from Wave 1 to Wave 2 and from Wave 2 to Wave 3 were included 
in the analyses.  
Nested data 
Due to the PHDCN sampling methodology, focal children were nested within 
NCs. At Wave 1, Cohort-9 was dispersed across 77 NCs with an average of 10 focal 
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children per cluster. Due to intervening residential shifts, the number of NCs represented 
in the data grew across time. At Wave 2, children were dispersed across 147 NCs with on 
average four focal children per cluster. At Wave 3, 171 NCs were represented in the data. 
In order to address the non-independence of observations at the community level and 
thereby provide more accurate estimates of the relations modeled, standard errors were 
statistically adjusted using a sandwich estimator. In longitudinal analyses, the Wave 1 NC 
was used as the clustering variable.  
MEASURES 
The measures included in this study are organized under five constructs: caregiver human 
capital, caregiver economic capital, community social capital, family social capital, and 
children’s socioemotional well-being. The component measures were selected from the 
LCS and CS based on their theoretical and empirical relevance to the constructs of 
interest and their availability across all three waves. The measures are described below 
and presented in appendix Table A1.   
Human Capital and Economic Capital  
Human capital was operationalized as caregiver education level. Caregivers 
reported on their educational attainment at all three waves, responding to a single 
categorical item, scaled from 1 (less than high school) to 5 (bachelor’s degree or higher 
education).  
Two items were used to measure caregivers’ economic capital: caregivers’ 
employment status and household income. An item querying caregivers’ employment 
situation was used to create a dichotomous measure of employment states. Full-time or 
part-time employment was assigned a value of 1, and 0 represented non-employment of 
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any sort, including being laid off or otherwise unemployed, retired, on a leave of absence, 
or a homemaker. At each wave, caregivers reported their household income in the prior 
tax year by indicating where it fell in a set of possible ranges. The ranges differed across 
waves. For the sake of consistency, measures were transformed such that caregiver 
reports fell into one of seven income ranges: 1 = <5000, 2 = 5000-9999, 3 = 10000-
19999, 4 = 20000-29999, 5 = 30000-39999, 6 = 40000-49999, 7 = >50000.  
Community Social Capital  
The proposed indicators of community social capital were drawn exclusively from 
the CS. All were scales created by the PHDCN investigators expressly to gauge features 
of neighborhood social life. Two measures from Sampson, Raudenbush, and Earls (1997) 
were included: (a) social cohesion and trust, which consisted of items indicating the 
extent to which neighbors share values, get along, help each other, and feel connected to 
and trust one another, and (b) informal social control, which consisted of items indicating 
the perceived likelihood that neighbors would step in to curtail a range of negative 
circumstances (e.g., graffitiing, skipping school, fighting, threatening closure of a local 
fire station). Two scales from Sampson, Morenoff, and Earls (1999) were also included. 
These were (a) intergenerational closure (e.g., neighborhood parents’ acquaintance with 
each other and their children’s friends and the presence of adult role models) and (b) 
reciprocated exchange (e.g., frequency of visiting, advice-seeking, and favor-doing 
among neighbors). For all four scales, community members not in the LCS sample 
responded to questions on a scale from 1 ―strongly agree‖ or ―very likely‖ to 5 ―strongly 
disagree‖ or ―very unlikely.‖ Items were reflected as necessary to ensure that high values 
represented high levels of each measure of community social capital.    
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Family Social Capital 
The LCS included questions about relationships in the family, participation in 
community activities and institutions, investments in children’s development, parenting 
behaviors, and family structure. A subset of these was used to measure family social 
capital. The aim was to build one latent factor that operationalized family social capital in 
a way that was consistent with the literature and incorporated indicators common to the 
developmental literature that may also tap into the construct (e.g., parenting behaviors). 
Thus, measures were selected based on their prior use in empirical research and their 
theoretical and face validity with respect to family social capital. Measures fell into two 
broad categories: those of a social/interactive nature and those of a structural nature. All 
measures are presented below and in appendix Table A1.   
Social/Interactive Measures  
Measures of social connections and intergenerational closure are frequent in the 
social capital literature and were therefore included in this study. One question regarding 
the frequency of visits with family and friends was included. At Wave 1, caregivers 
responded to a single dichotomous item indicating whether the family visited with 
relatives and friends at least twice per month (1= ―yes,‖ 0 = ―no‖). At Wave 2 and Wave 
3, caregivers rated the frequency of visits on a scale from 1 ―a few times per month‖ to 4 
―less than once per month‖ (reflected).  
At all three waves, caregivers were asked about their participation in 
religious/church activities and their participation in child-related organizations. 
Caregivers replied ―yes‖ (1) or ―no‖ (0) to one question asking whether they participated 
in religious activities. Likewise they replied ―yes‖ (1) or ―no‖ (0) to one question asking 
whether they participated in child organizations. At all three waves, caregivers were 
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asked whether they had seen or had contact with two of their child’s friends in the past 
week, replying ―yes‖ (1) or ―no‖ (0).  
Three parenting measures were included in this study. One was an item indicative 
of caregivers’ instrumental support, namely, providing assistance with homework. At 
Wave 1, caregivers responded to one dichotomous item asking whether they helped their 
child with homework at least once every other week. At Wave 2, caregivers rated how 
often they helped children with homework on a scale from 1 ―a few times per week‖ to 4 
―less than once per month‖ (reflected). At Wave 3, caregivers indicated how often they 
checked their child’s homework for completeness on a scale from 1 ―a few times per 
week‖ to 4 ―less than once per month‖ (reflected). 
Two measures indicative of harsh parenting behavior were included: the use of 
physical punishment and losing one’s temper. Caregivers responded to one question 
about the frequency at which they used physical punishment and to one regarding the 
frequency at which they lost their temper with the child. At Wave 1, the measure of 
physical punishment was dichotomous and indicated whether or not the caregiver had 
used physical punishment less than once in the past month (reflected). At Waves 2 and 3, 
caregivers rated the frequency of physical punishment in the past month on a scale from 1 
―daily‖ to 4 ―never‖ (reflected). The item querying loss of temper was similarly scaled. 
At Wave 1, caregivers reported whether or not they had lost their temper ―not more than 
once‖ in the past week (reflected). At Waves 2 and 3, caregivers rated the frequency at 
which they had lost their temper in the past week on a scale of 1 = ―daily‖ to 4 = ―never‖ 
(reflected). 
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Structural Measures  
Social capital is traditionally conceptualized as caregivers’ availability to 
children, including their physical presence and time with children. These are often 
operationalized as the number of caregivers in the home and/or the marital status of 
parents. Using the number of children in the home or the adult-to-child ratio to measure 
resource competition is also common. In this study, caregiver presence was measured by 
one dichotomous item indicating whether or not caregivers were married and living with 
their partner based on self-reported relationship status. One item, a continuous indicator 
of the number of siblings in the home as reported by caregivers, was used to measure 
resource competition.  
Socioemotional Well-being 
Children’s socio-emotional well-being was measured with the Child Behavior 
Check List (CBCL; Achenbach, 1991). The CBCL is a widely-used and well-validated 
instrument designed to assess children’s social and emotional adjustment through 
questions posed to a primary caregiver. Caregivers rate the frequency of a variety of 
problematic behaviors, attitudes, and habits on a scale from 0 (not true) to 2 (very true). 
The items fall into 10 subscales that in turn can be grouped into broader categories. Two 
of these categories, externalizing problems and internalizing problems, were used to 
measure socioemotional well-being in the present study. At Wave 1, the full CBCL was 
used, but at later waves, an abbreviated form was used. To maintain consistency across 
waves, only items common to all three waves were used in analyses. 
Externalizing Problems 
The aggressive behavior subscale and the delinquent behavior subscale were used 
to measure caregivers’ perceptions of their children’s externalizing problems. In 
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completing the aggression subscale, caregivers rated the frequency of 14 problematic 
behaviors, including arguing, disobeying, threatening, and getting in fights. In rating 
delinquency, caregivers responded to eight questions about the frequency of such acts as 
lying, cursing, setting fires, and showing lack of remorse.  
Internalizing Problems 
Children’s internalizing problems were measured with the anxious/depressed and 
the withdrawn/depressed subscales of the CBCL. The former was comprised of 10 items 
that tap into thoughts and behaviors indicative of anxiety, including perfectionism, 
feeling unloved, fearfulness, and worrying. In the latter, caregivers responded to seven 
items about symptoms of social withdrawal and depression, reporting their perceptions of 
children’s shyness, secrecy, lethargy, and sadness. 
Covariates 
In order to statistically diminish the confounding influence of background 
characteristics and other variables not hypothesized to be essential components of the 
proposed model, a set of covariates was included in all analyses. The person-level, time-
invariant baseline covariates included were child gender, child race/ethnicity (Hispanic 
and African American, dichotomously coded with White omitted), caregiver age at Wave 
1. Also included were caregiver change from Wave 1 to Wave 2, caregiver change from 
Wave 2 to Wave 3, neighborhood cluster change from Wave 1 to Wave 2, and 
neighborhood cluster change from Wave 2 to Wave 3.  
ANALYTIC PLAN 
The proposed analyses were conducted within a structural equation modeling 
(SEM) framework, using Mplus 6.1 (Muthén & Muthén, 1998-2011). A key advantage of 
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this software is that it provides a platform for estimating latent constructs, the use of 
which, relative to the use of observed variables, reduces the confounding influence of 
measurement error on the relations modeled. A second advantage is the availability of 
FIML estimation routines with which to address non-response bias from missing data. As 
previously mentioned, Mplus fits a covariance structure model for each case based on the 
observed data, which enables the inclusion of all available cases in analyses (Muthén & 
Muthén). Thirdly, the software accommodates hierarchical data structures and 
statistically accounts for the non-independence of observations nested within clusters 
through multilevel modeling techniques or the use of a ―sandwich‖ estimator (i.e., the 
Huber-White procedure) via the CLUSTER command to adjust standard errors. Analyses 
proceeded in the three phases outlined below. These served to (a) build latent factors 
representing community social capital, family social capital, human/economic capital, 
and socioemotional well-being, (b) assess the direct and indirect relations among these 
constructs, and (c) test the proposed ecological-transactional model.  
Building Latent Factors 
The first research task—and one upon which subsequent analyses hinged—was 
establishing latent factors representing human/economic capital, community social 
capital, family social capital, and socioemotional well-being. To do so, confirmatory 
factor analysis (CFA) was used to build a measurement model in which the covariance 
matrix determined the extent to which the indicators were related to one another and 
formed the hypothesized latent constructs.  
Multiple fit indices were used to evaluate the strength of measurement models. 
Using multiple indices is generally recommended because each index uses a unique 
methodology and set of assumptions to gauge the extent to which a hypothesized model 
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fits the data. When considered in isolation, each provides limited information about 
model fit, but when considered collectively, their values can be used to judge the strength 
of a model (Kline, 2005). The following four indices have been recommended as a 
minimum set (by Kline) and were used in the present study: (a) the model chi-square, 
which statistically compares an over-identified model and a just-identified version of it 
(the smaller the value, the better the fit); (b) the Stieger-Lind root mean square error of 
approximation (RMSEA), which gauges the error of approximation per degree of 
freedom contingent on sample size (values < .05 are desirable); (c) the Bentler 
comparative fit index (CFI), which compares the hypothesized model to a null model in 
which the covariances among the observed indicators are zero (values > .90 are 
desirable); and (d) the standardized root mean square residual (SRMR), which indexes 
the difference between the observed and predicted correlation residuals (i.e., the mean 
absolute correlation residual; values < .10 are desirable). When categorical dependent 
variables (including factor indicators) were included in a measurement model or a 
structural equation model, the SRMR was replaced by the weighted root mean square 
residual (WRMR), for which values less than 1 are desirable (Muthen & Muthen, 1998 – 
2011).  
Estimating Direct and Indirect Relations  
To address research questions 1, 2, and 3, regarding the direct and indirect 
relations among human/economic capital, community social capital, family social capital, 
and socioemotional well-being, these associations were estimated in a structural equation 
modeling framework. The CLUSTER command was used to obtain Huber-White 
adjusted standard errors that corrected for non-independence due to the nesting of 
participants within communities. The weighted least squares with missing values 
  
 
34 
(WLSMV) estimator was used to properly estimate relations to the categorical dependent 
variables included in the model. The recommended model fit indices—model Chi-square, 
RMSEA, CFI, and SRMR or WRMR—were used to assess the extent to which the 
hypothesized relations conjointly fit the underlying data structure and therefore the 
confidence with which coefficients of the hypothesized paths and their statistical 
significance could be interpreted. The relations modeled were as follows: (a) direct 
relations from human/economic capital and community social capital to family social 
capital, (b) direct relations from human/economic capital, community social capital, and 
family social capital to children’s socioemotional well-being, and (c) indirect effects of 
family social capital on the relations from human/economic capital and community social 
capital to socioemotional well-being.  
To gain insight into the interrelations among these constructs at each time point, a 
separate model was estimated for Wave 1, Wave 2, and Wave 3. The general within-time 
model is presented in Figure 2 and in equations 1 and 2, which were simultaneously 
estimated. Therein, S represents the level of socioemotional well-being exhibited by child 
i in community j. FSC is family social capital for child i in community j. CSC is 
community social capital for child i in community j, and CAP is human/economic capital 
for child i in community j. COV1 through COVq represent the set of child-level 
covariates for child i in community j, and ε is the error term.  
(1) Sij = β0j + β1jFSCij + β2jCSCij + β3jCAPij + β4jCOV1ij + β5jCOV2ij +…+ βnjCOVqij + εij 
(2) FSCij = β0j + β1jCSCij + β2jCAPij + β3jCOV1ij + β4jCOV2ij +…+ βnjCOVqij + εij 
To estimate the indirect effects of family social capital (i.e., whether it mediates 
the relation between community social capital and socioemotional well-being and/or the 
relation between human/economic capital and socioemotional well-being), the 
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INDIRECT command was used. Underlying this command is the ―product of 
coefficients‖ methodology for estimating indirect effects, in which the value for the 
indirect effect is given by multiplying the coefficient for the relation between an initial 
variable and the proposed mediator with the coefficient for the relation between the 
proposed mediator and the dependent variable. For example, the indirect effect of family 
social capital on the relation between community social capital and socioemotional well-
being is equal to the product of the coefficient for the relation CSC→FSC and the 
coefficient for the relation FSC→S. The statistical significance of the estimated indirect 
effect is then determined using asymmetric confidence limits derived from the 
distribution of the product of coefficients (MacKinnon, 2008). The INDIRECT command 
returns estimates of the total effect of each of the predictors on the dependent variable in 
question, which, in other terms, is the unadjusted direct effect of the predictors on the 
outcome without regard to intervening variables. It also provides an estimate of the total 
indirect effect, i.e., the influence of the predictor on the outcome simultaneously through 
all possible indirect paths specified in the model, as well as a specific indirect effect for 
each mediational path specified. In these models, all direct and indirect relations are 
estimated simultaneously. Thus, the coefficients obtained represent one predictive 
relation net of all others in the model. 
Next, to take advantage of the longitudinal nature of the data and thereby obtain 
more reliable estimates of indirect effects through family social capital, a longitudinal 
model was estimated. Longitudinal models have the potential to yield cleaner estimates 
of indirect relations than do cross-sectional models for two reasons. First, a prior 
assumption in stipulating indirect effects is that the initial variable temporally precedes 
the proposed mediator, which in turn temporally precedes the outcome, but when 
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undertaking such analyses in a cross-sectional framework these priors are not necessarily 
satisfied. Second, bias from omitted variables that influence predictors, mediators, and 
outcomes measured at a single point in time but do not necessarily influence them all 
across time is reduced or removed from estimates in longitudinal analyses.  
A conceptual rendering of the longitudinal model is presented in Figure 3. In it, 
community social capital and human/economic capital as measured at Wave 1 predict 
Wave 2 family social capital and Wave 3 socioemotional well-being. Family social 
capital at Wave 2, predicts socioemotional well-being at Wave 3. Aside from the 
temporal organization of constructs, the model is statistically equivalent to those for the 
within-wave models. Thus equations 3 and 4 replicate equations 1 and 2 with the 
subscripts ―t1,‖ ―t2,‖ and ―t3‖ added to indicate the time of measurement. 
(3) Sijt3 = β0j + β1jFSCijt2 + β2jCSCij t1 + β3jCAPijt1 + β4jCOV1ij + β5jCOV2ij +…+ βnjCOVqij + εij 
(4) FSCij t2 = β0j + β1jCSCijt1 + β2jCAPijt1 + β3jCOV1ij + β4jCOV2ij +…+ βnjCOVqij + εij 
Testing the Ecological-Transactional Model 
Research questions 4 and 5 asked whether family social capital influences 
children’s socioemotional well-being in a transactional manner and whether such 
transactional processes are influenced by community social capital and human/economic 
capital. In addressing these questions, an autoregressive, cross-lagged model was used to 
estimate the relations presented in Figure 1. This analytic model was informed by the 
work of Oud and colleagues (Delsing, Oud & De Bruyn, 2005; Oud, 2002) and patterned 
after Gershoff and colleagues (Gershoff, Aber & Clements, 2009) work on cross-lagged 
panel analysis. In Gershoff et al., the relations among time-1 latent constructs were 
modeled as correlations, and the predictive time-1-to-time-2 relations were not 
interpreted. As such, the time-2 constructs represented residualized change from time-1 
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to time-2. This residualized change was used to predict time-3 outcomes, which in turn, 
represented residualized change from time-2 to time-3. Residualized change models 
reduce bias from unobserved confounds and thus improve estimates of the transactional 
relations between socioemotional well-being and family social capital. Because estimates 
are adjusted for initial (time-1) differences in participants’ socioemotional well-being and 
family social capital, they account for those unmeasured variables that could affect initial 
levels of these constructs and thereby later levels (Berger et al., 2009).  
In the present study, the transactional model estimated consisted of a series of 
direct and indirect pathways that were simultaneously estimated. In the first series of 
analyses, the relations between family social capital and socioemotional well-being as 
shown in Figure 1 were estimated in order to ascertain the transactional nature of these 
relations. Subsequently, the relations of community social capital and human/economic 
capital to family social capital and socioemotional well-being were added to the model in 
order to test the full ecological transactional model. As in the prior analyses, the WLSMV 
estimator was used to address missing data, the CLUSTER command was used to correct 
for non-independence among children within communities, and the INDIRECT command 
was used to estimate indirect relations among constructs. Due to desirability of 
measurement invariance across time, and the presence of constructs that had been 
measured dichotomously at Wave 1 but were measured categorically at Waves 2 and 3 
(e.g., help with homework, physical punishment), the categorical variables used at Waves 
2 and 3 were dichotomized so as to be compatible with the Wave 1 measure.  
The relations that were simultaneously estimated in a single structural equation 
model are presented in the four equations below. In equations 5 and 6, Wave-1-to-Wave-
2 relations are estimated. (Again, these relations were not to be interpreted but included 
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only to yield residualized change scores.) In Equation 5, the effect of Wave 1 family 
social capital and Wave 1 socioemotional well-being on Wave 2 family social capital is 
modeled. FSCijt2 represents Wave 2 family social capital for person i in community j; 
FSCijt1 represents Wave 1 family social capital for person i in community j. 
Socioemotional well-being at Wave 1 is given by Sijt1. In Equation 5, the extent to which 
time-1 socioemotional well-being (Sijt1), Wave 1 family social capital (FSCijt1), and Wave 
2 family social capital (FSCijt2) predict Wave 2 socioemotional well-being (Sijt2) is 
modeled. In both equations, the covariates are given by COV1 through COVq for person 
i in community j, and εij designates error.  
(5) FSCijt2 = β0j + β1jFSCijt1 + β2jSijt1 + β3jCOV1ij + β4jCOV2ij + …+ βnjCOVqij + εij 
(6) Sijt2 = β0j + β1jSijt1 + β2jFSCijt1+ β3jFSCijt2 + β4jCOV1ij + β5jCOV2ij + …+ βnjCOVqij + εij 
In Equations 7 and 8, the relations between Wave 2 and Wave 3 constructs were 
modeled simultaneous to the relations in equations 5 and 6. Equation 7 presents the 
effects of Wave 2 family social capital (FSCijt2) and Wave 2 socioemotional well-being 
(Sijt2) on Wave 3 family social capital (FSCijt3). In Equation 8, the effect of Wave 2 
socioemotional well-being (Sijt2), Wave 2 family social capital (FSCijt2), and Wave 3 
family social capital (FSCijt3) on Wave 3 socioemotional well-being (Sijt3) is modeled.  
(7) FSCijt3 = β0j + β1jFSCijt2 + β2jSijt2+ β3jCOV1ij + β4jCOV2ij + …+ βnjCOVqij + εij   
(8) Sijt3 = β0j + β1jSijt2 + β2jFSCijt2 + β3jFSCijt3 + β4jCOV1ij + β5jCOV2ij +…+ βnjCOVqij + εij 
Building upon results from these transactional models, the next analytic task was 
to address research question 5 by examining the possible influence of community social 
capital and human/economic capital on the transactional processes that may occur 
between family social capital and children’s socioemotional development. The full 
ecological transactional model was estimated, and also considered was the extent to 
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which community social capital and human/economic capital indirectly predicted 
children’s socioemotional well-being through family social capital and directly predict 
children’s socioemotional well-being. In this model, the autoregressive, reciprocal, and 
cross-lagged relations among family social capital and socioemotional well-being were 
simultaneously estimated along with the relations of community social capital and 
human/economic capital on socioemotional well-being at Wave 1, Wave 2, and Wave 3 
and their autoregressive paths.  
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Table 1. Participant Characteristics at Wave 1 by Attrition Status 
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Table 1 (continued) 
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Figure 2. Within-time Model 
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Figure 3. Longitudinal Model 
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Results 
LATENT FACTORS  
Data analysis began with an inquiry into whether indicators of the proposed 
constructs (caregiver human/economic capital, community social capital, family social 
capital, and socioemotional well-being) formed latent factors. A measurement model that 
included all central constructs was estimated for each wave, yielding a total of three 
measurement models. Results for the Wave 1, Wave 2, and Wave 3 measurement models 
are presented in Table 2.  
Of the proposed measures of children’s environments, only one, community 
social capital, demonstrated good fit via confirmatory factor analysis. Indicators of family 
social capital did not form a single factor. However, the data did support two latent 
factors that tapped into distinct aspects of the family social capital, namely social 
connections and harsh parenting behavior. The other indicators hypothesized to measure 
family social capital (i.e., caregiver contact with friends; visits with family and friends; a 
married, two-parent family structure; number of siblings; and help with homework) were 
included as observed variables in the final measurement models. The covariances among 
the indicators of human capital (caregiver education) and economic capital (household 
income and caregiver employment) were not strong enough to support a single factor for 
human/economic capital, and they were included as observed variables in the final 
measurement models. The data did not support a single factor for children’s 
socioemotional well-being. However, one latent factor for externalizing problems and 
one for internalizing problems were supported as constructs.  
Thus, the following latent factors were included in each within-wave 
measurement model: community social capital, social connections, harsh parenting, 
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internalizing problems, and externalizing problems. Observed measures of caregiver 
education, employment, and income; caregiver contact with child’s friends; visiting 
family and friends; a married two-parent family structure; number of siblings; and 
caregiver help with homework were also included in the within-wave models. As factor 
loadings were similar across all three waves, the results from Wave 1 are reported below. 
(See Table 2 for the Wave 2 and Wave 3 estimates.)  
The factor representing community social capital was formed from measures of 
social cohesion, intergenerational closure, informal social control, and reciprocated 
exchange. All had high factor loadings. At Wave 1, social cohesion (loading 0.97, p < 
.001), informal social control (loading 0.82, p < .001), intergenerational closure (loading 
0.88, p < .001), and reciprocated exchange (loading 0.74, p < .001), were estimated to 
explain 30 percent of the variance in the latent construct. With by far the highest factor 
loading, social cohesion was the foremost indicator of community social capital, driving 
the factor. In testing an alternative specification that separated social cohesion from the 
other three indicators of community social capital (intergenerational closure, informal 
social control, and reciprocated exchange) did not form a latent factor. Thus, the factor as 
initially specified was used in analyses.  
Although a single factor representing family social capital was not supported by 
the data, a latent factor representing family social connections and another representing 
harsh parenting behavior did emerge. The family social connections factor was derived 
from an indicator of caregivers’ participation in religious activities (loading 0.89, p < 
.001) and an indicator of caregivers’ involvement in child organizations (loading 0.83, p 
< .001). Together, these accounted for 41 percent of the factor’s variance.  
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The harsh parenting factor comprised a measure indicating the frequency with 
which caregivers lost their tempers (loading 0.63, p < .001) and one indicating the 
frequency of physical punishment (loading 0.31, p < .001). These accounted for little of 
the variance in the factor (only 9 percent). At Wave 1, physical punishment loaded 
relatively weakly, and the two indicators together accounted for little of the variance in 
the latent factor. Note, however, that the loading at Wave 2 was considerable stronger 
(0.61, p < .001), and at Wave 3, the indicators accounted for 23 percent of the factor’s 
variance. This discrepancy across waves may be due to the availability of a scaled 
categorical indicator at later waves but only a dichotomous indicator at Wave 1, which 
provided less specific information about harsh parenting practices and less variation with 
which to build the factor than a categorical indicator.   
The remaining indicators intended for inclusion in the family social capital 
construct—namely, caregiver contact with friends; visits with family and friends; a 
married, two-parent family structure; number of siblings; and help with homework—did 
not combine to form latent factors in any theoretically meaningful or empirically sound 
way. They were included in the final measurement and analytic models as observed 
measures so as to maximize understanding of the varied facets of family social capital. 
Similarly, because indicators of human capital (caregiver education) and economic 
capital (caregiver employment and household income) did not form a latent factor, they 
were modeled as observed variables.  
For children’s socioemotional well-being, the data supported internalizing 
problems and externalizing problems as distinct factors. The anxious/depressed and the 
withdrawn/depressed scales loaded strongly on the internalizing factor (loadings of 0.76 
(p < .001) and 0.71 (p < .001), respectively), explaining 16 percent of the factor’s 
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variance. Aggression and delinquency formed the externalizing factor, with loadings of 
0.89 (p < .001) and 0.77 (p < .001) respectively. They accounted for 23 percent of the 
factor’s variance.  
CAPITAL AND SOCIOEMOTIONAL WELL-BEING 
The measurement models fit for Waves 1, 2, and 3 were used as the basis for 
structural equation models that examined research questions about the nature of the direct 
and indirect relations among human capital, economic capital, community social capital, 
family social capital, internalizing problems, and externalizing problems. To address 
research question 1 (Do human capital, economic capital, and community social capital, 
predict family social capital?), the direct relations from human capital, economic capital, 
and community social capital to family social capital were estimated. To address research 
question 2 (Are human capital, economic capital, community social capital, and family 
social capital related to children’s socioemotional well-being?), the relations from 
human capital, economic capital, community social capital, and family social capital to 
children’s internalizing and externalizing problems were estimated. To address research 
question 3 (Does family social capital mediate the relations between human capital and 
socioemotional well-being, economic capital and socioemotional well-being, or 
community social capital and socioemotional well-being?), I estimated the indirect 
effects of family social capital on the relation between (a) human capital and 
socioemotional well-being, (b) economic capital and socioemotional well-being, and (c) 
community social capital and socioemotional well-being. Although not set forth in the 
research questions per se, the relations of human capital and economic capital to 
community social capital also were estimated in order to quantify the extent to which 
these constructs might be associated.  
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All direct and indirect relations were estimated simultaneously in a single 
structural equation model. First, models were fit separately for each wave. The 
conceptual model for the within-wave analyses is presented in Figure 2. Subsequently, 
the longitudinal relations presented in Figure 3 were estimated. The direct and indirect 
relations estimated in the longitudinal model were identical to those in the within-wave 
models, but here, human capital, economic capital, and community social capital were 
measured at Wave 1; family social capital was measured at Wave 2; and internalizing and 
externalizing problems were measured at Wave 3.  
Within-time Relations 
Estimates of the within-time relations modeled at Wave 1, Wave 2, and Wave 3 
are and reported below, presented in Table 3, and the significant relations are shown in 
Figure 4 (Wave 1), Figure 5 (Wave 2), and Figure 6 (Wave 3). The hypothesized within-
time models fit the data well. At Wave 1, fit statistics were: χ2 = 247.44, df = 149; CFI = 
0.93; RMSEA = 0.03; WRMR = 0.71. At Wave 2, fit statistics were: χ2 = 238.50, df = 
167; CFI = 0.95; RMSEA = 0.03; WRMR = 0.58. At Wave 3, they were: χ2 = 280.05, df 
= 185; CFI = 0.93; RMSEA = 0.03; WRMR = 0.64.  
Do Human and Economic Capital Predict Community Social Capital? 
Examining the direct relations, measures of caregiver human capital and 
economic capital were strongly associated (correlations ranged from r = 0.21 to r = 0.55, 
p < .001), and all were associated with community social capital, although the relations 
varied by wave. At Wave 1 (when children were 9; Figure 4) and Wave 2 (when children 
were 11; Figure 5), high caregiver education was associated with residence in 
neighborhoods high in community social capital (Wave 1, ß = 0.33, p < .001; Wave 2, ß 
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= 0.26, p < .001). Also at Waves 1 and 2, caregiver employment was negatively 
associated with community social capital (Wave 1, ß = -0.13, p < .01; Wave 2, ß = -0.13, 
p < .01). At Wave 3 (when children were 14; Figure 6), high household income was 
associated with high community social capital (ß = 0.23, p < .01), but education and 
employment were not. Thus, high parent education levels may select families into 
neighborhoods with relatively high levels of social capital, particularly when children are 
in late childhood and preadolescence. The relation of family economic capital to 
community social capital was more complex. 
The two measures of economic capital differed in their associations with 
community social capital: High household income was related to high community social 
capital, but employment was related to low community social capital. Given the robust 
positive correlation between employment and income, the divergence of their relations to 
community social capital is somewhat surprising but may be due to selection effects. 
Lone parenthood may have strongly influenced the observed relations. The caregivers in 
this sample were primarily female, and nearly 40 percent were unmarried. In female-
headed households, employment is generally high, but monetary resources tend to be 
low. This is likely to limit the choice of residential neighborhood. For these reasons, the 
employed female caregivers in these data may have been more likely to live in low-
social-capital communities. By contrast, the nonemployed caregivers in this sample may 
largely have been married, stay-at-home mothers with family incomes high enough to 
allow them to select neighborhoods characterized by high community social capital.  
Does Human Capital Predict Family Social Capital? 
Turning to the relation of caregiver education to family social capital, overall, the 
associations were strong. Across all three waves, estimates ranged from about 20 percent 
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of a standard deviation to about half of a standard deviation increase in family social 
capital per standard deviation increase in caregiver education level. At Wave 1 (when 
children were age 9; Figure 4) and Wave 2 (when children were age 11; Figure 5), 
caregiver education was positively associated with family social connections (Wave 1, ß 
= 0.49, p < .001; Wave 2, ß = 0.62, p < .001), contact with friends (Wave 1, ß = 0.34, p 
< .001; Wave 2, ß = 0.13, p < .05), and helping with homework (Wave 1, ß = 0.29, p < 
.001; Wave 2, ß = 0.34, p < .001). Caregiver education was negatively associated with 
the number of siblings in the family, an indicator of resource competition, at Wave 1 (ß = 
-0.29, p < .001) and at Wave 2 (-0.18, p < .01).  
None of these associations were observed at Wave 3, when children were 14 years 
old and in early adolescence, but two relations did emerge (see Figure 6). There was a 
positive association between caregiver education and living in a married, two-parent 
family (ß = 0.27, p < .05). A strong negative association between education and harsh 
parenting also was observed (ß = -0.50, p < .01).    
Overall, the observed relations between human capital and family social capital 
suggest the possibility of age-dependent differences. The relations observed at Waves 1 
and 2, when children were in late childhood and pre-adolescence, were similar and 
suggested that, at this developmental stage, human capital may be associated with direct 
involvement in children’s lives (i.e., contact with friends and helping with homework). At 
Wave 3, when children were young adolescents, caregiver education was associated with 
completely different aspects of family social capital: one of a structural nature (married, 
two-parent family) and one indicative of anger and frustration with children’s behavior 
(harsh parenting).  
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Does Economic Capital Predict Family Social Capital? 
Economic capital had mixed associations with family social capital. In general, 
caregiver employment was associated with low levels of family social capital whereas 
household income was associated with high levels of family social capital.  
At Wave 1 (when children were 9; Figure 4) and Wave 2 (when children were 11; 
Figure 5), children whose caregivers were employed appeared to be at something of a 
disadvantage. Caregiver employment at Wave 1 was negatively related to social 
connections (ß = -0.13, p < .05) and caregiver contact with children’s friends (ß = -0.15, 
p < .01). Caregiver employment at Wave 2 also was negatively related to contact with 
friends, although the estimate fell short of conventional levels of statistical significance 
(ß = -0.09, p = .077). These negative associations may arise from time pressure or role 
strain accompanying employment.  
As for the less ―social/interactive‖ and more ―structural‖ aspects of family social 
capital, children whose caregivers were employed were less likely to live in married, two-
parent families (a proxy for caregiver presence; Wave 1, ß = -0.16, p < .001; Wave 2, ß = 
-0.10, p < .01; Wave 3, ß = -0.24, p < .01). However, at Waves 1 and 2, caregiver 
employment was related to a 10 to 12 percent of a standard deviation decrease in the 
number of siblings in the family (a proxy for resource competition; Wave 1, ß = -0.12, p 
< .01; Wave 2, ß = -0.10, p < .05). This may indicate a trade-off between caregiver 
presence and resource competition when caregivers are employed, but it also could be an 
artifact of demographic trends in lone motherhood, fertility, and employment—one that is 
indicative of selection effects.  
Findings for household income suggest that it increases the likelihood of high 
family social capital. In contrast to employment, household income was unrelated to the 
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number of siblings in a family, and it was positively associated with living in a two-
parent married family. At Waves 1 and 2, the likelihood of living in a married, two-parent 
family increased by nearly half a standard deviation per standard deviation increase in 
income level (Wave 1, ß = 0.47, p < .001; Wave 2, ß = 0.48, p < .001). At Wave 3 (when 
children were 14; Figure 6), the increase was close to one-third of a standard deviation (ß 
= 0.29, p < .001). The observed relations of household income to other measures of 
family social connections were less consistent across time (compared to marital status). 
At Waves 1 and 2, income was not significantly associated with family social 
connections, but its association at Wave 3 was robust and positive (ß = 0.30, p < .05). At 
Wave 1, household income was inversely associated with caregiver contact with 
children’s friends (ß = -0.16, p < .05), but it was not linked to contact with friends at 
Waves 2 and 3. Income was related to harsh parenting at Wave 2 (but not Waves 1 or 3), 
which decreased by 21 percent of a standard deviation per standard deviation increase in 
household income level. At Wave 3, children in families with high income were more 
likely to receive help with homework on a frequent basis than those with low income (ß 
= 0.17, p < .01). (But note a possible inconsistency in this relation across time: At Wave 
2, there was a marginally significant negative association between income and help with 
homework (ß = -0.15, p = .059).  
Overall, economic capital predicted family social capital in ways that recall the 
relations between community social capital and economic capital: Employment was 
associated with low levels of family social capital (as it was with low levels of 
community social capital), and high income was associated with high levels of family 
social capital (as it was with high levels of community social capital). The divergence in 
the relations of caregiver employment and household income to family social capital and 
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community social capital suggests that economic capital is not a uniform construct: 
Income and employment, while intercorrelated, seem to have distinct implications for 
social capital at both the family and community levels.  
Does Community Social Capital Predict Family Social Capital? 
Community social capital had scattered associations with family social capital, 
and these were largely small and only marginally significant. At Wave 1 (Figure 4) and 
Wave 3 (Figure 6), when children were ages 9 and 14, respectively, community social 
capital was negatively related to the frequency with which caregivers helped with 
homework (Wave 1, ß = -0.11, p = .056; Wave 3, ß = -0.08, p = .065). At Wave 1, 
community social capital was negatively associated with family social connections (ß = -
0.15, p = .074) and caregiver contact with friends (ß = -0.16, p = .065). In these data, the 
only positive association between community social capital and family social capital was 
observed at Wave 2 (when children were 11 years old). There, the frequency of visiting 
family and friends increased by about one-tenth of a standard deviation per standard 
deviation increase in community social capital (ß = 0.11, p < .05).  
Although the majority of associations between community social capital and 
family social capital represent trends in the data that do not reach conventional levels of 
statistical significance (except visiting family and friends at Wave 2), taken together, the 
estimates suggest that at Waves 1 and 3, high levels of community social capital were 
associated with low levels of family social capital. This finding is unexpected. It may be 
a function of caregivers’ comfort with their children’s surroundings when community 
social capital is high. For example, at certain ages, caregiver involvement with homework 
and the frequency of their contact with children’s friends may be a response to concerns 
about children’s well-being. When families reside in neighborhoods characterized by 
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high social capital, children may tend to perform well in school and spend time with 
friends whom caregivers trust to be positive influences; thus caregivers may be less likely 
to monitor children’s homework or friendships.  
Does Family Social Capital Predict Child Well-being? 
The relations observed in these data suggest that family social capital was 
beneficial to children’s socioemotional adjustment. At all three waves, harsh parenting 
(which is hypothesized to represent low levels of family social capital) had strong 
positive associations with internalizing problems (Wave 1, ß = 0.23, p < .01; Wave 2, ß = 
0.41, p < .001; Wave 3, ß = 0.37, p < .01) and externalizing problems (Wave 1, ß = 0.35, 
p < .001; Wave 2, ß = 0.56, p < .001; Wave 3, ß = 0.58, p < .001). Socioemotional 
problems increased by about one-quarter to one-third of a standard deviation per standard 
deviation increase in harsh parenting at Wave 1 (when children were age 9; Figure 4) and 
by a greater margin—approximately 40 to 60 percent of a standard deviation—at Waves 
2 and 3 (when children were ages 11 and 14; Figures 5 and 6, respectively). No other 
measure of family social capital predicted both facets of socioemotional well-being.  
The relation of caregiver social connections to children’s internalizing problems 
also grew across time. At Waves 1 and 2, the social connections factor was marginally 
associated with lower levels of internalizing problems (Wave 1, ß = -0.17, p = .076; 
Wave 2, ß = -0.24, p = .077). At Wave 3, a one standard deviation increase in social 
connections was associated with a 34-percent of a standard deviation decrease in 
internalizing problems (ß = -0.34, p < .01). 
At Waves 1 and 2, the more structural aspects of family social capital (i.e., 
married two-parent family structure and number of siblings in a family), were related to 
externalizing problems but not internalizing problems. Low levels of externalizing 
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problems were associated with living in a married, two-parent family (Wave 1, ß = -0.10, 
p < .05; Wave 2, ß = -0.15 p < .01) and with having large numbers of siblings (Wave 1, ß 
= 0.17, p < .001;Wave 2, ß = 0.09, p = .065). No such relations were observed at Wave 
3.  
There were scattered associations among children’s socioemotional well-being 
and other measures of family social capital. At Waves 1 and 3 (but not Wave 2), 
caregiver help with homework was related to low levels of internalizing problems (Wave 
1, ß = -0.09, p < .05; Wave 2, ß = -0.10, p < .05). At Wave 1, internalizing problems 
were inversely related to caregiver contact with friends (ß = -0.13, p < .05).  
In summary, findings suggest children in families characterized by high family 
social capital were less likely to exhibit internalizing and externalizing problems. With 
betas as high as 0.58, harsh parenting seems to have been a particularly strong predictor 
of socioemotional problems. The influence of the more social/interactive aspects of 
family social capital (i.e., harsh parenting and social connections) appears to have 
increased with child age. By contrast, the more structural aspects of family social capital 
appear to have been salient for socioemotional well-being when children were 9 to 11 
years old but not to have had a significant association with internalizing or externalizing 
problems once children reached early adolescence.  
Direct and Indirect Relations from Human Capital to Child Well-being  
In this section and those that follow, direct and indirect relations to 
socioemotional well-being are presented. Before doing so, the terminology used to report 
direct and indirect effects (from MacKinnon, 2008) is reviewed. In models that include 
both direct and indirect effects, two types of relations are observed between an initial 
variable and a dependent variable: an adjusted direct effect, referred to simply as the 
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―direct effect,‖ and an unadjusted direct effect, referred to as the ―total effect.‖ The direct 
effect is the estimate of the relation from the initial variable to the dependent variable net 
of all other predictors and intervening variables in the model. The total effect is the 
estimate of the relation of the initial variable to the dependent variable not accounting for 
any other predictors and intervening variables in the model. In other words, the total 
effect is the sum of all paths in the model (direct and indirect) leading from the initial 
variable to the dependent variable. In general, an indirect effect represents the 
transmission of the effect of the independent variable to the dependent variable through 
some intervening variable; it implies the temporal organization of variables such that the 
dependent variable chronologically precedes the intervening variable, and the intervening 
variable chronologically precedes the dependent variable (see MacKinnon, p. 8). A 
―specific indirect effect‖ is an estimate of the relation of the initial variable to the 
dependent variable through a single intervening variable. The ―total indirect effect‖ of the 
initial variable on a dependent variable is the effect through all the intervening variables 
specified to link them. In other words, it is the sum of all specific indirect effects.  
It is important to note that it is statistically possible to observe a statistically 
significant total indirect effect and/or a significant specific indirect effect in the absence 
of a significant direct effect or a significant total effect. Opinions differ as to whether this 
constitutes a meaningful finding. In this study, statistically significant indirect effects are 
reported whenever observed regardless of the significance of direct or total effects.  
Turning to the direct and indirect relations of human capital (measured by 
caregiver education) to socioemotional well-being, there was limited evidence to suggest 
that it was associated with socioemotional well-being above and beyond other relations in 
the model. At Wave 1 (when children were 9 years old), caregiver education had no total 
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effect and no direct effect on internalizing or externalizing problems. However, two total 
indirect relations were observed: one from education to internalizing problems (ß = -0.24, 
p < .05) and one from education to externalizing problems (ß = -0.17, p < .05). Thus, 
through all measures of family social capital (i.e., caregivers’ social connections; contact 
with friends; visiting family and friends; married, two-parent family structure; number of 
siblings; help with homework; and harsh parenting) a one-standard deviation increase in 
caregiver education was associated with a decrease of about a quarter of a standard 
deviation in internalizing problems. There was a specific indirect effect of education on 
internalizing problems through caregiver contact with friends (ß = -0.05, p < .05), 
suggesting that, relative to the other measures of family social capital, contact with 
friends was the most likely means through which caregiver education would have been 
related to internalizing problems had such a relation existed. Likewise, through all 
measures of family social capital, a one-standard deviation increase in caregiver 
education was associated with a decrease of nearly 20 percent of a standard deviation in 
externalizing problems. A specific indirect effect of caregiver education on externalizing 
problems through number of siblings also was observed (ß = -0.05, p < .01), suggesting 
that, relative to the other measures of family social capital, number of siblings was the 
most likely means through which caregiver education would have been related to 
externalizing problems had such a relation existed.  
At Wave 2, no statistically significant relations were observed between caregiver 
education and children’s socioemotional well-being. Similar to Wave 1, there was no 
indication of a total effect or a direct relation between this measure of human capital and 
children’s internalizing or externalizing problems at age 11. Moreover, there were no 
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statistically significant total indirect or specific indirect effects on the education-well-
being relation through any measure of family social capital.  
At Wave 3 (when children were age 14), no direct effects between caregiver 
education and socioemotional problems were observed. However, a total effect of -0.48 
(p < .05) from education to externalizing problems was observed alongside a total 
indirect effect (ß = -0.29, p < .05). A specific indirect effect from education to 
externalizing through harsh parenting (ß = -0.29, p < .05) also was observed. These 
results suggest three things. First, in the absence of all other relations modeled (see 
Figure 5), caregiver education was negatively associated with externalizing problems 
such that externalizing problems would have decreased by nearly half a standard 
deviation per standard deviation increase in education level (the total effect) were it not 
for the relations among other constructs. Second, the measures family social capital 
conjointly accounted for the total effect of caregiver education on externalizing problems. 
Third, of the family social capital variables, harsh parenting accounted for a good deal of 
the variance in the relation between caregiver education and externalizing problems, 
driving the observed total indirect effect. Harsh parenting may have accounted for as 
much as 60 percent of the total effect of caregiver education on externalizing problems. 
To summarize the direct and indirect relations between human capital and 
socioemotional well-being observed at all three waves, caregiver education was 
significantly related to several measures of family social capital, and some of these 
measures of family social capital were significantly related to children’s internalizing 
and/or externalizing problems (see Figure 4 (Wave 1), Figure 5 (Wave 2), and Figure 6 
(Wave 3)). At Waves 1 and 2, when children were in late childhood and preadolescence, 
these relations were distinct, and they did not constitute a single pathway of influence 
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from human capital to socioemotional well-being. However, at Wave 3 (when children 
were young adolescents), caregiver education was negatively related to externalizing 
problems, but its influence was fully accounted for by the negative association between 
human capital and externalizing problems and foremost by caregivers’ harsh parenting 
behavior.  
Direct and Indirect Relations from Economic Capital to Child Well-being 
Direct and indirect relations from economic capital, as indexed by caregiver 
employment and household income, to socioemotional well-being were observed in the 
data. The strength of these paths and the specific measures of family social capital 
accounting for the relations varied by wave.  
At Waves 1 and 2, a total effect (or unadjusted direct effect) of household income 
on both internalizing problems (Wave 1, ß = -0.18, p < .05; Wave 2, ß = -0.17, p < .05) 
and externalizing problems (Wave 1, ß = -0.13, p = .076; Wave 2, ß = -0.14, p < .05) was 
observed. At both waves, the association between income and externalizing was partially 
accounted for by living in a married, two-parent family. The indirect effect at Wave 1 
was -0.05 (p < .05), and at Wave 2, it was -0.07 (p < .05), suggesting that this family 
structure may have accounted for 38 percent (Wave 1) to 50 percent (Wave 2) of the 
association between externalizing problems and income when children were ages 9 to 11. 
In other words, the likelihood of observing externalizing problems among high-income 
children at Waves 1 and 2 (but not Wave 3) may be due to the tendency of these same 
children to live in married, two parent families.  
Living in a married, two-parent family did not account for the observed relation 
between internalizing problems and household income at either Wave 1 or Wave 2. 
However, harsh parenting appears to have played a role at Wave 2. In the case of Wave 2 
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internalizing, the combined influence of all intervening paths accounted for its 
association with household income, with the specific indirect effect through harsh 
parenting (ß = -0.09, p < .05) as the driving pathway, accounting for 52 percent of the 
total effect. At Wave 2, the intervening influence of harsh parenting on the relation 
between income and externalizing problems also was significant (ß = -0.12, p < .05), 
suggesting that for each standard deviation increase in income level, the level of 
externalizing decreased by 12 percent of a standard deviation due to the concurrent 
decrease in harsh parenting. 
At Wave 3, when children were age 14, the data suggest that household income 
was related to internalizing, but neither harsh parenting nor family structure appeared to 
account for this association. Rather, family social connections appear to have mediated 
this association. The total effect of income on internalizing problems (ß = -0.26, p < .01) 
was accounted for collectively by all measures of family social capital, but it was driven 
by the indirect effect through social connections (ß = -0.10, p = .057). These findings 
suggest that at high income levels, family social connections also were high, and 
consequently, children’s externalizing tended to be low, with 38 percent of the total effect 
on internalizing being accounted for by family social connections. No such pathways to 
externalizing problems were observed. 
With regard to the relation of employment to socioemotional well-being, the 
evidence for family social capital as a mediator was weaker relative to its role in the 
relation of income to socioemotional well-being. At Waves 1 and 2, there was no total 
effect of employment on socioemotional well-being. Nonetheless, small but significant 
indirect effects to externalizing through married two-parent family structure were 
observed at both waves (Wave 1, ß = 0.02, p = .05; Wave 2, ß = 0.01, p < .05). Similarly, 
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at Wave 1, a small but significant indirect effect on externalizing through number of 
siblings also was observed (ß = -0.02, p < .05). The interpretation of these indirect effects 
is ambiguous in the absence of an overall relation between employment and 
socioemotional well-being. However, given the significant indirect effect of family 
structure on the relation between income and externalizing problems, these relations may 
be taken as contributing evidence for the meditational role of family structural factors 
such as marital status and number of siblings in the relation between economic capital 
and socioemotional well-being.  
At Wave 3, there was no net effect of employment on internalizing. However, 
taking into account all the other relations estimated in the model, a significant direct 
effect of employment on externalizing problems was observed such that externalizing 
problems would be expected to rise by 18 percent of a standard deviation per standard 
deviation increase in employment. None of the family social capital measures included in 
the model accounted for the relation between employment and externalizing, suggesting 
that at Wave 3, when children were age 14, caregiver employment was independently 
associated with externalizing. 
Direct and Indirect Relations from Community Social Capital to Child Well-being 
Within-wave analyses indicated that community social capital was not associated 
with socioemotional well-being at any wave (see Figures 4 – 6). At all three time-points, 
community social capital had no statistically significant direct or indirect relation to 
children’s internalizing or externalizing problems. This lack of association may be due to 
the robust associations between community social capital, human capital, and economic 
capital. As such human capital and economic capital supplanted community social capital 
as predictors of children’s socioemotional well-being. 
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Longitudinal Relations 
Longitudinal relations among community social capital, human capital, economic 
capital, family social capital, and children’s socioemotional well-being were modeled in 
order to improve estimates of direct and indirect effects. (See Figure 3 for the conceptual 
model.) In this model, temporal precedence was given to community social capital, 
human capital, and economic capital (all measured at Wave 1 when children were 9 years 
old and in late childhood) relative to family social capital (measured at Wave 2 when 
children were 11 years old and in preadolescence). In turn, temporal precedence was 
given to family social capital relative to externalizing and internalizing problems 
(measured at Wave 3 when children were 14 years old and in early adolescence). Relative 
to cross-sectional analyses, the sequential ordering of predictors, intervening variables, 
and outcomes across time provides sounder empirical footing for interpreting direct and 
indirect relations as well as some insight into the capital and socioemotional well-being 
during the transition from childhood to adolescence. The hypothesized model fit the data 
well (χ2 = 260.71, df = 207; CFI = 0.96; RMSEA = 0.02; WRMR = 0.61. Estimates of the 
longitudinal relations among the constructs are presented below and in Table 4, and 
significant paths are shown in Figure 7.  
Do Human and Economic Capital Predict Community Social Capital? 
As observed in the Wave 1 model, caregiver human capital and economic capital, 
both measured at Wave 1 in the longitudinal model, were strongly associated with each 
other: Correlations ranged from r = 0.31 to r = 0.41 (p < .001). Caregiver education and 
employment were associated with community social capital; household income was not. 
The relation between caregiver education and community social capital was small but 
significant (ß = 0.12, p < .01), as was the relation between employment and community 
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social capital (ß = -0.09, p < .05). Estimates of these relations suggest that a change of 
approximately one-tenth of a standard deviation in community social capital was 
associated with a one-standard-deviation change in caregivers’ education or employment. 
However, their associations were in opposite directions. Children whose parents had high 
education levels were likely to reside in communities characterized by high social capital, 
whereas, net of education, those whose parents were employed were likely to reside in 
communities characterized by low social capital. As discussed when reporting results for 
the within-wave models, the demographics of education, employment, and income in 
female-headed households versus married two-parent families may underlie differences 
in the relations of education and employment to community social capital.  
Does Human Capital Predict Family Social Capital? 
In the longitudinal model, caregiver education level at Wave 1 was strongly 
related to family social capital at Wave 2. Many of the significant relations observed in 
the longitudinal model also were observed in the Wave 1 and Wave 2 models. 
Specifically, caregiver education was strongly and positively associated with family 
social connections (ß = 0.52, p < .001), caregiver contact with children’s friends (ß = 
0.10, p < .05), and providing help with homework (ß = 0.27, p < .001). It was negatively 
associated with the number of siblings in the family (ß = -0.10, p = .063). Also consistent 
with the Wave 1 and Wave 2 models (but not the Wave 3 model), caregiver education 
level was not associated with harsh parenting. A relation observed only in the Wave 3 
model (not in Wave 1 or 2 model) was replicated in the longitudinal model: Caregiver 
education was significantly negatively associated with living in a married, two-parent 
family (ß = -0.09, p < .05).    
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Does Economic Capital Predict Family Social Capital? 
In the longitudinal model, caregiver employment and household income at Wave 
1 were associated with some measures of family social capital at Wave 2. Both were 
related to living in a married, two-parent family. Interestingly, their associations with this 
measure of family social capital were in opposite directions. Net of household income, 
when caregivers were employed, children were less likely to live in married, two-parent 
families (ß = -0.12, p < .01). Net of caregiver education, when household income was 
high, children were more likely to live in married-two parent families (ß = 0.36, p < 
.001). This pattern of relations was also observed in all three within-wave models.  
Both employment and income predicted the frequency with which caregivers 
helped children with homework, and again, their coefficients went in opposite directions. 
Caregiver employment was positively associated with helping with homework (ß = 0.09, 
p < .05), but high income was related to less frequent help with homework (ß = -0.18, p < 
.01). The significant association between employment and helping with homework had 
not been observed in the within-wave models, but the relation between income and this 
measure of family social capital echoed that observed in the Wave 3 model.  
One other relation was observed between economic capital and family social 
capital. Employment was inversely associated with the number of siblings in the 
household (ß = -0.20, p < .001) as also observed in the Wave 1 and Wave 2 models. 
Does Community Social Capital Predict Family Social Capital? 
Although the within-wave models yielded evidence of a relation between 
community social capital and family social capital, in the longitudinal model, community 
social capital was not related to any measure of family social capital. This is perhaps not 
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surprising as the relations between the two constructs at Waves 1, 2, and 3 were scattered 
and generally only marginally significant.  
Does Family Social Capital Predict Socioemotional Well-being? 
In the longitudinal model, high family social capital at Wave 2 was associated 
with low socioemotional problems at Wave 3. The observed longitudinal relations, in 
most cases, replicated the relations found in the within-wave models. 
The relations from harsh parenting to internalizing problems (ß = 0.34, p < .001) 
and to externalizing problems (ß = 0.44, p < .001) were robust and positive, replicating 
observations in the within-wave models. Results indicate that a one standard deviation 
increase in harsh parenting was associated with an increase of more than one-third of a 
standard deviation in socioemotional problems.   
Living in a married, two-parent family was associated with low socioemotional 
problems (internalizing, ß = -0.15, p < .05; externalizing, ß = -0.11, p = .098). 
Interestingly, a significant relation between internalizing problems and family structure 
was not observed in any of the within-wave models. It also is notable that the relation 
between family structure and externalizing problems was statistically significant at Wave 
1 and Wave 2, but in the longitudinal model, this association was only marginally 
significant.  
Family social connections was related to low levels of internalizing problems but 
unrelated to externalizing problems, as it had been in the within-wave models. The 
longitudinal estimate indicates that internalizing problems decreased by more than one-
third of a standard deviation per standard deviation increase in social connections.  
Relations observed in the within-wave models that were not present in the 
longitudinal model are as follows. First, there was no association between number of 
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siblings and externalizing as had been observed in the Wave 1 and Wave 2 data, and 
second, help with homework did not predict internalizing problems as it had at Waves 1 
and 3.  
Direct and Indirect Relations from Human Capital to Child Well-being  
In the longitudinal model, human capital at Wave 1 was completely unrelated to 
children’s socioemotional well-being at Wave 3 net of all other relations in the model. 
There was no total effect, no direct effect, no total indirect effect, and no specific indirect 
effect between the two constructs. Thus, the scattered and generally weak evidence of 
indirect relations observed in the within-wave models were not borne out in the 
longitudinal model.  
Direct and Indirect Relations from Economic Capital to Child Well-being 
Net of all other predictors, neither household income nor caregiver employment 
was directly related to later socioemotional well-being. However there was evidence to 
suggest that Wave-1 household income did influence internalizing problems at Wave 3 
through Wave 2 family social capital. A total effect from income to internalizing was 
observed (ß = -0.22, p < .01) in the presence of a specific indirect effect through married 
two-parent family structure (ß = -0.05, p < .05). Of the measures of family social capital 
included in the model, living in a married, two-parent family was the only one that 
accounted for the relation of income to internalizing. The indirect effect through family 
structure accounted for 23 percent of that total effect. Results suggest that high Wave 1 
income increased the likelihood that children lived in married, two-parent families at 
Wave 2 and thereby decreased the likelihood of internalizing problems at Wave 3.  
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A total effect of income on externalizing problems also was observed in the data 
(ß = -0.19, p < .01), and there was some weak evidence that this association was partially 
accounted for by family structure. The value of the indirect effect fell short of 
conventional levels of statistical significance (ß = -0.04, p = .109). Thus, it is possible 
that high Wave 1 income may have reduced the likelihood of later externalizing problems 
because it increased the likelihood of living in a married, two-parent family. These results 
suggest the possibility that associations between income and children’s socioemotional 
well-being are partially attributable to family structure: High income may increase the 
likelihood of living in a married, two-parent family, which in turn, may decrease 
internalizing and externalizing problems.  
Direct and Indirect Relations from Community Social Capital to Child Well-being 
Results indicate that community social capital was not associated with children’s 
socioemotional well-being at Wave 3, net of human capital, economic capital, and family 
social capital. There was no total effect, no direct effect, no total indirect effect, and no 
specific indirect effect from community social capital to internalizing or externalizing 
problems. The null effects observed in the longitudinal model replicate those found in the 
within-wave models. 
TRANSACTIONAL PROCESSES 
In the next phase of research, the Ecological-Transaction Model that appears in 
Figure 1 was tested, and research questions 5 and 6 were examined. Research question 5 
addressed the possible transactional nature of relations between family social capital and 
socioemotional development as they unfold across time. Research question 6 addressed 
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the influence of caregiver human capital, economic capital, and community social capital 
on the transactional relations.  
Upon testing the relations, it was found that the transactional model did not 
converge due to high autocorrelations of the measures across time. The correlations are 
presented in Table 5 (human and economic capital), Table 6 (community social capital), 
Table 7 (family social capital), and Table 8 (socioemotional well-being). They indicate 
that there was little change in the measures under consideration and thus no basis for 
estimating developmental transactions, rendering the proposed model impossible to fit.   
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Table 2. Factor Loadings 
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Table 5. Correlations: Human and Economic Capital 
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Table 6. Correlations: Community Social Capital 
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Table 7. Correlations: Family Social Capital 
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Table 8. Correlations: Socioemotional Well-being 
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Figure 4. Within-time Results: Wave 1 
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Figure 5. Within-time Results: Wave 2 
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Figure 6. Within-time Results: Wave 3 
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Figure 7. Longitudinal Results 
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Discussion 
A major aim of this investigation was to understand the direct and indirect 
associations among caregiver human capital, caregiver economic capital, community 
social capital, family social capital, and children’s socioemotional well-being (depicted in 
Figures 2 and 3). A large sociological literature suggests the importance of social capital 
in families and communities for children’s well-being. Attention has been devoted to 
social capital as a means of building children’s human capital, but less is known about its 
implications for children’s social and emotional well-being. Two other forms of capital, 
caregivers’ human capital and economic capital, are well-established correlates of 
children’s adjustment, yet their contributions relative to family social capital and 
community social capital are not well understood. Thus, findings from the present study 
may contribute to our understanding of the range of developmental outcomes to which 
social capital may be related, and it may help to contextualize the value of social capital 
respective to human capital and economic capital for children’s development. 
In the present study, caregiver education was used to measure human capital, and 
caregiver employment and household income were measures of economic capital. Human 
capital and economic capital were initially hypothesized to form a single latent factor, but 
the data did not support this. Therefore, all were modeled as observed variables.  
Community social capital was operationalized using four measures designed to gauge 
levels of social capital in residential neighborhoods: neighborhood social cohesion, 
informal social control, intergenerational closure, and reciprocated exchange. Together 
these formed a single latent factor. Socioemotional well-being was defined by absence of 
internalizing problems (a latent factor based on children’s anxious and withdrawn 
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behaviors) and externalizing problems (a latent factor based on children’s aggressive and 
delinquent behaviors).  
As initially conceptualized, family social capital encompassed a diverse set of 
measures of both an interactive/social nature (i.e., caregivers’ involvement in child 
organizations, religious activities, contact with friends, visiting family and friends, help 
with homework, frequency of losing temper, and use of physical punishment) and a 
structural nature (i.e., living in a married, two-parent family structure and the number of 
siblings in the family). These measures did not form a single latent factor for family 
social capital. However, the data did support a latent factor for caregivers’ social 
connections (from child organizations and religious activities) and a latent factor for 
harsh parenting behavior (lose temper and physical punishment). The other measures 
proposed as indicators of family social capital were modeled as observed variables.  
Lack of support for a latent factor representing family social capital may mean 
that the measures used in this study do not adequately represent the underlying construct. 
Or it could signal that family social capital is a splintered construct. That is, family social 
capital may be a theoretical term or a rubric under which we place constructs that are 
consistent with our current understanding of social capital, but one that does not bear out 
in an empirical sense. Another possibility is that current perspectives on children’s social 
capital are conceptually and operationally flawed and scholars may need to revisit basic 
premises and retool research questions and approaches to children’s social capital.   
DIRECT AND INDIRECT RELATIONS FROM CAPITAL TO WELL-BEING 
Analyses were design to estimate the direct relations of human and economic 
capital to community social capital and family social capital, to estimate the relation of 
family social capital to socioemotional well-being, and to identify any indirect effects 
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among them. As such, analyses addressed whether human capital and economic capital 
predicted socioemotional well-being directly or through family social capital. Likewise, 
the relation of community social capital to family social capital was examined, and the 
extent to which community social capital predicted socioemotional well-being directly or 
indirectly through family social capital was estimated. These relations were examined 
first at each wave separately and then across time. The following patterns of associations 
emerged from both the within-time and longitudinal models.  
Caregiver’s human capital and economic capital were consistently related to 
community social capital and certain measures of family social capital: for example, 
living in a married, two-parent family, number of siblings, caregiver social connection 
and contact with children’s friends (but not harsh parenting, help with homework, or 
visiting family and friend). However, the measures of human capital and economic 
capital bore few direct associations with socioemotional well-being net of each other and 
family social capital, suggesting that such social address variables as these (education, 
income, employment) are not stronger determinants of child well-being than measures of 
family social capital. Evidence that community social capital was linked to family social 
capital was sparse, and community social capital was unrelated to socioemotional well-
being. By contrast, family social capital strongly predicted children’s socioemotional 
well-being, net of human capital, economic capital, and community social capital. 
Regarding community social capital, results from the within-wave and 
longitudinal models provide no evidence that this factor was related to children’s 
socioemotional well-being, net of family social capital, human capital, and economic 
capital. There was only scattered evidence of an association between community social 
capital and family social capital. This may be due to the tight linkages between 
community social capital and caregivers’ education and employment, their robust 
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relations to family social capital, and the strong associations between select measures of 
family social capital and socioemotional well-being. That is, human capital and economic 
capital may account for the majority of the variance that community social capital 
contributes to family social capital and socioemotional well-being. It could also be that 
the strong relation between family social capital and children’s socioemotional well-
being trumped any influence of community social capital. Prominent social capital 
theorists have acknowledged the parent-child relationship as the crucible of social capital 
(Coleman, 1988; Putnam, 2000) and the central means through which children develop 
human capital (Coleman), which in a general sense, encompasses socioemotional well-
being.  
Children in families with high caregiver human and economic capital tended to 
reside in neighborhoods characterized by high community social capital. Likewise, 
children whose caregivers had low human and economic capital tended to be clustered in 
neighborhoods with low community social capital. This leaves little room for community 
social capital to influence children’s development above and beyond other forms of 
capital. It is possible that in situations where community and caregiver capital are 
mismatched one could override the other. In other words, it is possible that children in 
―low capital‖ families would benefit more from community social capital than children in 
families high in various forms of capital because their communities would provide 
additional social capital resources upon which to draw. Future work using experimentally 
induced changes in neighborhoods might help to address this question. The Moving to 
Opportunity project, which induced neighborhood change using public housing vouchers, 
might be well-suited to this research question. Studies using these data have found that 
moves from low quality neighborhoods to higher quality neighborhoods led to better 
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educational, emotional, and health outcomes for disadvantaged female youth (Kling, 
Liebman, & Katz, 2007). 
Family social capital strongly predicted children’s socioemotional well-being, net 
of human capital, economic capital, and community social capital. More specifically, 
harsh parenting was associated with high levels of internalizing and externalizing 
problems; caregiver social connections and a married, two-parent family structure were 
associated with low levels of both types of behavior problems.  
Harsh parenting was a strong and persistent predictor of internalizing and 
externalizing problems. At Waves 1, 2, and 3 (when children were age 9, 11, and 14 
respectively) and in the longitudinal model, a one-standard-deviation increase in harsh 
parenting was associated with one-quarter to more than half a standard deviation increase 
in internalizing and externalizing problems. That harsh parenting behavior was associated 
with socioemotional problems is not surprising. This relation is consistently observed in 
the developmental literature, and one that is particularly prevalent among disadvantaged 
populations (e.g., McLoyd, 1998). Surprisingly, only scattered associations between 
human and economic capital and harsh parenting were observed in the within-wave 
models, and no such relations were found in the longitudinal models. This is inconsistent 
with the literature on family economic stress, which points to income, employment, 
education, and other indicators of socioeconomic status as being foremost predictors of 
parenting practices (Duncan et al., 1998; McLoyd), suggesting perhaps that, for this 
sample of children between ages 9 and 14, factors other than human and economic capital 
may be associated with harsh parenting behavior. 
The salience of living in a married, two-parent family for socioemotional 
adjustment in the presence of strong associations between this family structure education 
employment and income brings up a ―chicken and egg‖ question. In the social capital 
  92 
literature, the married, two-parent family structure is not infrequently used to gauge 
caregiver presence and thus as a proxy for social capital. Yet in nonexperimental data 
such as these, it is difficult if not impossible to determine whether human and economic 
capital precede marriage or marriage precedes human and economic capital (i.e., whether 
a caregiver is married because of their education, income, or employment levels or vice 
versa). It is difficult to mete out the separate influences of income, employment, 
education, and family structure due to their unequal distributions by race, class, and 
gender (McLanahan & Percheski, 2008). Thus, it is equally possible that economic 
capital could have mediated the relation between family structure and children’s 
socioemotional well-being.  
Findings also call into question family structure as a valid measure of family 
social capital. Its robust associations with human capital, economic capital, and other 
indicators of socioeconomic status suggest that this variable (measured here as living in a 
married, two-parent family) may be too heavily confounded with other factors to yield 
reliable estimates. If family structure is not an appropriate measure of family social 
capital, to what extent might it have overshadowed the influence on socioemotional well-
being of other measures of family social capital (e.g., social connections, visiting family 
and friends)? Although it was not within the scope of this investigation to evaluate the 
relative validity of the family social capital measures, the findings underscore the need 
for future work to clarify the contributions of family structure relative to human and 
economic capital and thereby better understand the influences on other measures of 
family social capital on child development. 
Measurement error may help to explain why community social capital and most 
measures of family social capital were not significantly and/or inconsistently associated 
with socioemotional well-being. Socioemotional well-being was measured using the 
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CBCL, which is a commonly employed and well-validated measure, but one that assesses 
limited aspects of child well-being from the perspective of the primary caregiver. It 
probes obviously problematic behaviors (e.g., threatening, destroying things at home, 
preferring to be alone, refusing to talk) that are not necessarily prevalent in the general 
population, and due to the restricted range of the scale (0 = ―never,‖ 1 = ―sometimes,‖ 3 = 
―often‖), the possibility of detecting subclinical or subtle emotional or behavioral issues 
is diminished. The use of alternative or additional measures of socioemotional well-being 
may yield more information on changes in well-being across the late childhood to early 
adolescent years. 
Similarly, although the measures used to build the latent factor for community 
social capital (i.e., social cohesion, informal social control, intergenerational closure, and 
reciprocated exchange) were designed based on the social capital literature specifically to 
measure this construct, these may not represent the aspects of community social capital 
that are most accessible to children ages 9 to 14. For example, whether parents in the 
neighborhood know each other or neighbors get along and share similar values may be 
less salient at this stage in development than whether their school and extracurricular 
environments are safe, harmonious, and offer resources and opportunities for personal 
growth and skill development.  
Reporter bias could be another source of measurement error. In these data, by-
and-large, children’s biological mothers were the caregiver respondents, reporting on 
both socioemotional well-being and family social capital. Thus, understanding of these 
constructs is based on mothers’ perceptions and confounded by unobserved variables 
correlated with their reports of family social capital and children’s socioemotional well-
being (for example, depression, anxiety, work hours, and parenting stress could cloud 
perceptions of both constructs). The inclusion of multiple reporters—perhaps fathers, 
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teachers, and children themselves—would provide cross-informant validity, dampen 
confounding influences, and possibly yield a more complete picture of development. It 
might be particularly important to measure children’s socioemotional well-being directly 
by child report, especially during the transition to adolescence when both youth and 
parents are adjusting to children’s physical and emotional maturation and changing 
developmental needs, which can be at odds with established family roles and routines.  
ECOLOGICAL-TRANSACTIONAL MODEL 
A second aim of this investigation was to test an ecological-transactional model of 
how children create and use social capital, one that, as its name suggests, takes into 
consideration the influence of ecological context and the transactional processes through 
which development tends to unfold. In this model, children take an active role in shaping 
their development, at once influencing and being influenced by social capital in their 
family environments, as changes in both developmental well-being and family social 
capital unfold across time. The model situates these bidirectional processes within the 
larger ecological context of community social capital and also takes into consideration 
the influence that caregivers’ human capital and economic capital may have on family 
social capital and child development.  
The data did not support the hypothesized ecological-transactional model. This 
may be because family social capital and children’s socioemotional well-being are not 
related in a transactional manner, because the model does not apply to children ages 9 to 
14, or because issues of measurement error cloud analyses.   
In this sample of children ages 9 to 14, there was little change across time in the 
mean levels of the measures used in analyses, suggesting that there was little 
development in family social capital or socioemotional well-being over this five-year 
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period and therefore little fodder for transactions. Whether growth in these constructs and 
whether transactions between them might be observed across an extended age range or at 
different stages of development is an empirical question. It is possible that children’s 
socioemotional well-being and family social capital remain relatively constant from late 
childhood to early adolescence, shifting more earlier in the life course (in early to middle 
childhood) or at later stages of development (in middle or late adolescence).  
Measurement error may have contributed to null findings. Previously discussed 
limitations of measuring socioemotional well-being with the CBLC may confound 
findings. Due to its restricted range, the CBLC may not adequately capture changes in 
socioemotional well-being between ages 9 and 14. For example, crying at age 9 carries 
different implications than it would at age 11 or age 14, yet given the choice of reporting 
its frequency as ―never,‖ ―sometimes,‖ or ―often,‖ caregivers may consistently report it at 
one of these levels over time because the response categories are too broad. In addition, 
the CBCL probes obviously problematic behaviors (e.g., threatening, destroying things at 
home, preferring to be alone, refusing to talk) that are not necessarily prevalent in the 
general population, and the possibility of detecting subclinical or subtle emotional or 
behavioral issues is diminished by using a 3-point response scale.  
In this study, indicators of adjustment problems were included but measures of 
positive development were not. Would findings for the relations of social capital to 
measures of positive development differ? Social capital is assumed to be a largely 
positive construct, and it may be that social capital enhances positive development over 
time more so than it shifts negative trajectories. As such, measures of positive behavior 
may be amenable to the influences of social capital. Some research suggests that 
children’s positive behavior is more amenable to change than are adjustment problems. 
For example, in an employment and antipoverty experiment contemporary to PHDCN, 
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changes induced in the family system had more consistent influences on positive 
behavior than on behavior problems over an eight-year period (Huston et al., in press).  
To some degree, there was a misfit between the available measures of family 
social capital and the requirements of a transactional model. Transactional models are 
process-based models that call for measures susceptible to change and are indicative of 
interpersonal processes. The measures of family social capital available in these data 
were not designed to capture dyadic caregiver-child processes and may not be appropriate 
for use in transactional models. Likewise, the scaling of family social capital measures 
may have been an issue. Recall that for some measures, the scaling differed by wave, 
with a dichotomous variable available at Wave 1 and categorical variables at Waves 2 
and 3. In these cases, categorical measures were rescaled to dichotomous prior to 
estimation of the transactional model for the sake of longitudinal comparability in the 
measures and estimated relations. Dichotomizing may have introduced enough 
measurement error to render the detection of transactional relations unachievable.  
IMPLICATIONS  
Social capital is an appealing construct because it encapsulates myriad social 
scientific phenomena, including social support, relationship quality, interpersonal skills, 
social norms, shared values, group cohesion and integration, and is thus relevant to many 
disciplines (Lin, Cook, & Burt, 2008). Its particularly close relation to human capital and 
its pertinence to social relationships as a means of accessing resources (Coleman, 1988; 
Lin et al.) recommend it as a framework for understanding children’s development. Most 
germane to developmental psychology is a nascent but growing body of research that 
highlights social capital’s influence on children’s well-being. This research suggests that 
it benefits children’s socioemotional and educational development and that it ultimately 
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provides a foundation for their economic success and contributions to society (Crosnoe, 
2004; Ferguson, 2006; Furstenberg & Hughes, 1995; Hoffer, Greeley, & Coleman, 1985).  
The results of this study suggest that family social capital is a multifaceted 
construct with implications for children’s socioemotional well-being. It is not clear 
whether these facets converge on an underlying phenomenon or whether family social 
capital is in reality an umbrella term whose components are theoretically related but 
functionally independent. Nonetheless, as defined and measured in this study, family has 
the potential to reduce socioemotional problems above and beyond community social 
capital and other forms of capital within the family (i.e., caregiver human capital and 
economic capital). Of the measures of family social capital examined in this 
investigation, harsh parenting (an indicator of the quality of family social capital), a 
married, two-parent family structure (a proxy for caregiver presence), and family social 
connections were the prevailing predictors of socioemotional well-being. Future research 
should attempt to understand their relation to other aspects of child development (e.g., 
academic achievement and positive behavior).  
The findings suggest a subordinate role for community social capital relative to 
family social capital. This is not out of line with the extant literature, in which the parent-
child relationship has consistently been the focal point in studies of children’s social 
capital and parents have consistently been conceptualized as the primary agent of social 
capital and other resources to their children (e.g., Coleman, 1988; Coleman & Hoffer, 
1987; Leonard, 2005; Putnam, 2000). However, it is not consistent with prior research 
from the Project on Human Development in Chicago Neighborhoods and other studies of 
neighborhood effects, which suggest that community social capital and other indicators of 
neighborhood quality are strongly related to youths’ development (e.g., Fauth, Roth & 
Brooks-Gunn, 2007; Kling, Liebman, & Katz, 2007; Leventhal & Brooks-Gunn, 2000; 
  98 
Sampson, 2001; Sampson, Morenoff, & Gannon-Rowley, 2002). The divergence from 
prior research of the results obtained in this study suggest that we may need to revisit our 
theories and analytic strategies with regard to social capital, and in particular, 
simultaneously model community and family influences on child development, rather 
than statistically controlling for one or the other. It may be the case that family social 
capital trumps community social capital in shaping children’s socioemotional well-
being—at least when children are transitioning from late childhood to early adolescence. 
Nonetheless, the issues of measurement suitability and measurement error previously 
discussed make it imprudent to dismiss the role of community social capital. Future 
studies can provide clarity by examining community and family social capital across a 
wider age range, with additional measures of community and family social capital, and 
alternative indicators of child well-being. 
Results did not support the ecological transactional model. Whether this is an 
artifact of the sample’s developmental stage or measurement error or a true null finding 
deserves empirical attention. From a developmental perspective, the idea of 
developmental transactions involving social capital and child well-being are appealing, 
especially because the active involvement of children in creating and using social capital 
to their developmental benefit would be a promising lever for promoting the well-being 
of disadvantaged children. Although there is much work to be done to understand the role 
of social capital in children’s lives and its contribution relative to other forms of capital, 
this study, in conjunction with the extant literature, offers initial insights and some basis 
from which to build future lines of inquiry.  
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SAMPLING 
All census tracts in the city of Chicago (N=847) were aggregated into 343 
neighborhood clusters (NC) of roughly 8,000 residents. Guided by the goal of creating 
demographically homogenous and ecologically meaningful groupings, neighborhood 
clusters were devised according to the race/ethnicity and socioeconomic status of 
residents, geographic boundaries (e.g., rail road tracks, highways, parks), census-tract 
proximity, and on-the-ground knowledge of socially-defined communities. From this 
larger sample of 343 NCs, subsamples for the sub-studies were drawn. (Sampling, n.d.)  
A multi-stage sampling process was used to identify LCS participants. First, all 
NCs were classified according to socioeconomic status (low, medium, and high) and by 
racial/ethnic mix (seven levels based on percent White, Black, and Hispanic) into 21 
demographic strata. From among these, a stratified probability sample of 80 NCs was 
derived such that the SES-race/ethnicity strata were approximately equally represented, 
thereby reducing potential bias in the data from the confounded nature of SES and 
race/ethnicity. A random sample of census block groups was then drawn from each of the 
80 NCs, and residents from all dwelling units in (approximately 40,000 total) were 
contacted in order to determine household composition. Households with pregnant 
women and youth ages 3, 6, 9, 12, 15, and 18 were invited to participate in the LCS (800 
– 900 participants per age cohort without limit to the number of participants per dwelling 
unit), yielding 8347 eligible individuals of whom 6228 responded at Wave 1. This sample 
consisted of approximately equal proportions of males and females, was reasonably 
demographically representative of Chicago, and dispersed across the low, medium, and 
high SES categories and Black, White, and Latino racial/ethnic groups. (Earls, Brooks-
Gunn, Raudenbush, & Sampson, n.d.a; Sampling, n.d.)  
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The CS sample was drawn from the entire set of 343 NCs, using one of two 
sampling strategies depending upon a NC’s inclusion in the LCS. From among the 263 
NCs not selected for the LCS, nine blocks per NC were selected based on a probability 
proportional to their size, three dwelling units per block (for a total of 27 dwelling units 
per NC) were randomly selected, and from each dwelling unit, one adult was selected at 
random to complete the survey. Sampling of the 80 LCS neighborhoods was 
accomplished as follows. From the block groups previously identified for the LCS, a 
random sample of dwelling units was drawn to yield approximately 65 dwelling units per 
NC. Within each dwelling unit, one adult was selected at random to complete the survey. 
The sample size for the CS was 8,782. (Earls, Brooks-Gunn, Raudenbush, & Sampson, 
n.d.b; Sampling, n.d.) 
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